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CHAF TER — 
MTICAL REVIEW OF THE ANCIENT VERSIONS OF 
THE NEW TESTAMENT. 


eee 
Yf the Ancient Verſions, confidered as evidence for the genuine 
readings of the New Teſtament. 


AVING inquired into the origin of the various 
readings, and their internal marks of probability, 
hare now to examine the external evidence, that may 
e adduced in their favour, which conſiſts either in an- 
ent verſions, ancient manuſcripts, or quotations from 
e New Teſtament, in the works of eccleſiaſtical writers *; 
a knowledge of the ancient verſions 1s requiſite, be- 
re a proper judgement can be formed of the value of 
e Greek manuſcripts, many of the latter having been 
pected, though I believe unjuſtly, of being interpo- 
ed from the former, our firſt attention muſt be di- 
Ked to the different tranſlations that were made from 
& Greek Teſtament in the early ages of Chriſtianity. ' 
miical inquiry therefore into theſe tranſlations ſhall 
Vor. II, 3 form 


\ = 


1 


* 
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form the ſubject of the preſent chapter; but 1 wil 
premiſe ſome general obſervations: on the nature of 
their evidence, in regard to the various readings of the 
New Teſtament. 5 3 
In caſes, where the ſenſe is not affected by different 
readings, or the tranſlator might have taken them for 
ſynonymous, the evidence of the Greek manuſcripts i 
to be preferred to that of an ancient verſion. The ſane 
preference 1s due to the manuſcripts, wherever the tran- 
ſlator has omitted words, that appeared of little import- 
ance, or a paſſage in the Greek original is attended witha 
difficulty, which the tranſlator was unable to ſolve, and Wand er 
therefore either omitted or altered, according to the a- Vn deci 
bitrary dictates of his own judgement. | reading 
On the other hand, there are caſes, in which the an- the ſer 
cient verſions are of more authority, than the original MWrriac, 
itſelf. The greateſt part of thoſe, which will be exz- iſcove 
mined in this chapter, ſurpaſs in antiquity the oldelt ich 
Greek manuſcripts that are now extant ; and they lead to ide, 
a diſcovery of the readings in the very ancient manu - e Ne 
ſcript, that was uſed by the tranſlator. By their mea The 
rather than from the aid of our Greek manuſcripts, nue pri 
of which is prior to the ſixth century, we arrive at te igher 
certain knowledge that the ſacred writings have bei ies on 


tranſmitted from the earlieſt to the preſent age withou I W, 
material alteration; and that our preſent text, if we cum. 
cept the paſſages, that are rendered doubtful by an me o 
poſition in the readings, is the ſame which proccede ered al 
from the hands of the Apoſtles. Whenever the reach th 
can be preciſely determined, which the tranſlator fondle anci 


in his Greek manuſcript, the verſion is of equal auto ere no 
rity with a manuſcript of that period; but as it is ſomoWuthorit 
times difficult to acquire this abſolute certainty, ut on! 
caution is neceſſarv in collecting readings from the Fr inſt 
cient. verſions: Of the cauſes which create this dig tions 
culty, the reader will find a full account in my fate enth c 
Tractatio critica de variis N. T. lectionibus, & 37 
Thoſe verſions, in which the Greek is rendered uo ᷑ anime 
for word, and the idioms of the original, though More ay 

| 2 | ; iſ 
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ner.! ! | Ancient Verſions of the N. T. 3 
and often unmeaning in another language, are ſtill re- 
ined in the tranſlation, are of more value in point of 
citiciſm' than thoſe, which expreſs the ſenſe of the ori- 
gnal in a manner more ſuitable to the language of the 
rranſlator- The value of the latter, as far as regards their 
critical application, decreaſes in proportion as the tran- 
ſator attends to purity and elegance, and of courſe de- 
vates from his original; but their worth is greater in all 
other reſpects, as they are not only read with greater plea- 
ſure, but underſtood in general with greater eaſe. By 
eans of the former we Moyer the words of the original, 
and even their atrangement ; but the latter are'of no uſe 
in deciding on the authenticity of a reading, if the various 
jadings of the paſſage in queſtion make no alteration in 
the ſenſe. No tranflation is more literal than the New 
Syriac, and none therefore leads to a more immediate 
liſcovery of the text in the ancient manuſcript, from 
hich the verſion was taken; but, ſetting this advantage 
ide, the Old Syriac is of much greater value than 
ie New. g ä EY 
The Latin tranſlations of the Oriental verſions, which 
e printed in the Polyglot Bibles, are wretched in an 
ugher degree than can be imagined *; and whoever re- 
les on their authority in ſupport of a reading, like Mill 
nd Wetſtein, will inevitably fall into error. Another 
arcumftance to which attention muſt be given is, that 
dme of the ancient verſions have in many places ſuf- 
ned alterations; and great care muſt be taken to diſtin- 
aſh the modern amendments from the genuine text of 
e ancient tranſlator. Laſtly, thoſe tranſlations, which 
ae not immediately taken from the Greek, are of no 
uthority in determining the genuine text of the original, 
ut only of that verſion, from which they were taken. 
ar inſtance, all the Spaniſh, French, and German tran- 
ations of the New Teſtament, made before the ſix- 
tenth century, were taken immediately from the Latin, 
d therefore even in thoſe examples, where they are 
aimous in a reading, their united voices are of no 
re authority, than that of the Latin verſion alone. 
A2 | =: 


} 
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4 OO Ancient Verfioms of the N. T. cnapyy, 

As it is not my intention to write a general hiſtory d 
the verſions of the New Teſtament *, I ſhall confine m 
inquiries to thoſe which admit a critical application; 
theſe are the Syriac, Coptic, Arabic, Athiopic, Arms 
nian, Perſian, Latin, Gothic, Anglo-ſaxon, and Ruſſal 


22 
8 2 
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| 4/48: 1G. T. H. 
. Of the different editions of the Syriac verſion, 
HE beſt accounts, which we formerly had of the 
Syriac verſion, were in Simon's Hiſtoire critique 
des verſions du Nouveau Teſtament *, but as moſt other 
writers on this ſubje& have betrayed a want of know- 
ledge, the reader will excuſe the prolixity, which is un 7. 
avoidable on the preſent occaſion ; and J hope the mort ons, 
to be favoured with this indulgence, as a minute inquity 
into the Syriac verſion, ſince the firſt publication of thi 
work, has enabled me to communicate a great variety 
information, in regard to a queſtion that has not been 
ſufficiently examined. I 3 in the year 17554 
| book entitled Curæ in verſionem Syriacam actuum apo 
tolicorum, cum conſectariis criticis de indole, cognatio- 
nibus, et uſu Verſionis Syriacæ tabularum Novi Fade bd eaſe 
ris, to which I ſhall frequently refer in the courſe of the 
preſent chapter, though thirty years ſtudy and experiendt 
fince that period have induced me in ſome points td 
change my opinion. Being unwilling to tranſcribe from 


a work that is eaſily procured, I preſuppoſe it in de 9 
bands of my readers, as it will greatly facilitate a H a 
underſtanding of the following remarks. Of the van Heb: 
editions of the Syriac New Teſtament, eſpecially that = 4 


Widmanſtad, a circumſtantial account may be ſeen | 
the ſecond volume of Hirt's Orientaliſche Bibliothek; tranſl 
book to which I acknowledge my obligations for u ® the 
correction of ſeyeral errors in the two firſt editions 0” 
this Introduction, occaſioned by the misfortune of bei 


unable to procure the different editions of the ym os 
| | EC. dn. 
Fe Aft 


2 Ch. 13, 145 15. 


ner. u. Aucient Verſions of the N. T. | 5 


verſion, and being obliged therefore to rely on accounts, 
which I have fince found to be erroneous. | 


tinguiſhed from thoſe made in a later period, contains 
only the four Goſpels, the Acts of the Apoſtles, the epiſ- 
tles of St, Paul including that to the Hebrews, the firſt 
epiſtle of St. Fw the firſt epiſtle of St. Peter, and the 
Jepiſtle of St. 


the new Syriac verſion, which will be deſcribed in a fol- 
lowing fe&ion *. It has neither the ſtory of the adul- 


* the celebrated paſſage 1 John v. 7. on which the reader 
n. conſult Aſſemani Bibliotheca orientalis, Tom. II. p. 
.. This verſion, which is that of our common edi- 


non ons, is in general uſe among the Syrian Chriſtians of 
very denomination, whether Neſtorians, Jacobites, or 
f thi aronites d. 12 id, AE 
The epiftle to the Hebrews, though contained in all 
been e copies of the Peſhito, ſeems not to have been tranſ- 
a by the ſame perſon who tranſlated the other books 
| the New Teſtament. It is true that the language is 
mo- ually pure, and the verſion made with equal fluency 
Fete: ale ; yet there is a manifeſt difference in the modes 
of the fi erpreſſion, a circumſtance to which my attention was 
* directed by my late father, when he inſtructed me 
nts e yriac, and which induced him to aſcribe the verſion 
« baun 5 epiſtle to a different tranſlatgr. In the other 
F Joes of the New Teſtament la is uſed to ſignify a 
1 and bon ©; a High Prieft ; but in the epiſtle to 
no” flebrews, inſtead of theſe words, we find conſtantly 
; chat ON and [p02 , whence [Lopxea. is uſed for Prieft- 
deen Me, a difference which is the more ſtriking, becauſe 


for W in the ſenſe of an Heathen Prieſt*. This difference 
the 


: 2 XIII. 8 18. 
Fre As xiv, 12. 


43 


ames. It is called by the Syrians Peſhito, 
that is, the literal, though in fack it is much leſs ſo than 


terels in the eighth chapter of St. John's Goſpel, nor 


The old Syriac verſion, which muſt be carefully diſ- 


* 


tranſlator of the other books has never taken |zxaa - 


Ste Sumon Hiſt, critique des Verſ. du N. T. p. 159. and Waltoni | 


— 


mined even in the Erpenian Arabic tranſlation of 


6 Ancient Verſions of the N. T. enAban. 


the Syriac verſion, the Arabic tranſlator having uſe in 
the epiſtle to the Hebrews a different expreſſion, which cum 
is found in that ſenſe in no Arabic Lexicon, nanch, i 
, A e, e , „e. After long we differ 
vering on this Wbject, A dent mens either g the 
affirmative or the negative, as new obſervations occurred, W-'- 
my doubts have been very lately removed by a diſcovery 2 ç— 
which has confirmed me in the opinion of my father. | 
relates to Heb. iii. 7. and iv. 7. in which paſſages a quo- ren. 
tation is made from Pſalm xcv. 7. Watzn Pa DN, where ff th 
the prefix 2, which is not rendered in the Septuzoint, p!10 
gives the Hebrew a ſenſe different from that of the Mans 
Greek *: yet the Syriac tranſlator has preciſely expreſſed le C 
what is found in the Hebrew, namely, L ano| 
I immediately referred to the Syriac verſion of the Plalms ; 
and found the very ſame words, which are uſed by the tui . 
ſlator of this epiſtle; whence it is natural to ſuppoſe that 
he copied the quotation ſrom the Syriac Pſalms, and thy 
ſuppoſition is rendered more probable by the circum 
ſtance, that, when no alluſion is made to this Plalm, & 
Heb. iii. 15. where the author himſelf ſpeaks, the tran 
lator has NE an 2 . I then compared Heb. i 
 4—11. with Pſalm xcv. 711. and found that thel 
two whole paſſages agreed word for word in the Sy 
Pſalms and verſion of- this epiſtle, with this only exc Th 
tion, that the tranſlator of this epiſtle has inſerted nt 
tenth verſe be >, becauſe $ was uſed in the Gef 
which he re . improper to omit. Another extra 
dinary circumſtance is, that throughout the whole a, t 
tle where N u Mexx Iced ſtands in the Greek, N otations 
find in the Syriac tranſlation . e Carre, 16 bre 
the likeneſs of Melchiſedek , exactly in the fame mil 7: » 
ner as in the Syriac Pſalm cx. 4. and where this verſe 
quoted in the epiſtle to the Hebrews, namely ch. vi. 
inſtead of » mETHXEAnDnoet as, 'a verb is uſed in the dyn | 
Seniors Sion rl nnd en 


4 See Note 76. to the epiſtle to the Hebrews 4. 
e It may he alſo obſerved, that Melchiſedeck, had it been takes | 
the Greek, would have been probably written not with Zan but 
Samech, O... See the Syriac Grammar, 589. 
Ee; <6 e „ 3 pn» x T7 0s . 


SECT.I1. Ancient V erfions of the N. N. 7 
econ which ſignifies to lie, or to deceive,” a cir- 
cumſtance in which the Syriac epiſtle again harmonizes 
with the paſſage in the Syriac Pſalms, where, though a 
lifferent verb is uſed, yet it has preciſely the ſame ſenſe. 
he paſſage in the Pſalms is sd n Yo LD ao. 
Lon alLavgo r con, in the epiſtle L ba. 
l 992 D [ce on Ida: Yen bo. Since 
therefore the Syriac tranſlator of the epiſtle to the He- 
brews has copied the quotation from the Syriac verſion 
of the Pſalms, the former was of courſe tranſlated in a 
period ſubſequent to the latter, and as the Syrian Chriſ- 
ans undoubtedly tranſlated the New Teſtament before 


| the 

ebe Old, an tea ſtate of the caſe appears ta be as fol- 
00 3 lows. 
ms ; 

; If it be aſked, whether this coincidence with the Syriac verſion of 
* he Palms takes place in every quotation from that book in the epiſtle 
C 


the Hebrews, I anſwer in the negative. On a compar iſon I found the 
proportion to be as follows. 


1) Heb. i. 5. correſponds exactly to Pſalm ii. 7. and Heb. i. 7. to 
fam civ. 4. That in the firſt of theſe examples we find ol in the epiſ⸗ 
, ble in the Pſalm, is of no importance, for the author of the Erpe- 
uan Arabic verſion muſt have found {aſo, as he has tranſlated it by Gl, 


leſe examples, however, afford no poſitive proof, ſince the coincidence 
ught ariſe from mere accident ©. 


2) The following paſſages are ſo nearly alike that the difference 


vuld perhaps vaniſh, if we had various readings to bath verſions, viz. 
d. i. 8, 9. to Palm xlv. 7, 8. and Heb. 1. 13. to Pſalm cx. 1.7 


3) The following paſſages differ from each other, but it muſt be re- 
bed, that this difference is occaſioned by the eircumſtance that theſe 
otations in the Greek text of the epiſtle to the Hebrews, differ from 
1 text and Syriac verſion of the Pſalms, yiz. Heb. i, 6. Pſalm 
7. Where it is even doubted whether this or another Pſalm is 
ted, Heb. i. 10, 11, 12. Pſalm cli. 26—28, Heb. ii. 6—8, Pſalm 
ll, —8. where the fine language of the Syriac Pſalm is fo different 
Im that of the Septuagint and the quotation in the epiſtle, that it 
d hardly be admitted in the tr anſiation of the epiſtle ® . Heb, x. 
« Palm xl. 7-9. where no faithful tranſlator could have adopted 
text of the Syriac Pſalm, which has ad sn bel, aures mihi 
Ftodiſti, whereas that of the quotation in the epiſtle, which follows 
2 of the Septuagint, is con xaryflou {6% It was therefore 
to give a new tranſlation. 


A4 


and in the mean time the epiſtle to the Hebrews having 


committed to the care of Moſes, and Widmanſtad", wht 
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lows. The old Syriac tranſlator made his verſion from 
the earlieſt colle&ion of the books of the New Teſz. yeter 
ment, in which the epiſtle to the Hebrews was not con- 
tained, becauſe its authority was doubted : to the trarf 
lation of the New Teſtament followed that of the Ol, 


been admitted into the facred canon, it was afterward 
tranſlated into Syriac by a different perſon ; who this 
perſon was, and in what age he lived, a total want of it. 


| hiſtorical accounts makes it impoſſible to determine. f the 


This verſion was firſt made known in Europe by cala 
Moſes of Mardin, whoſe life is related at large in Aft: runs 
mani bibliotheca orientalis*. He was ſent by Ignatius, Born 
patriarch of the Maronite Chriſtians, in the year 1355 iitoo: 
to pope Julius III. to acknowledge in the name 5 the WT! 
Syrian church the ſupremacy of the Roman Pontiff, and 
was commiſſioned at the fame time to have the Sri imit 
New Teſtament printed in Europe *. No one could bens! 
found either at Rome or at Venice, who would under 
take the work: but at laſt Albert Widmanſtad, who talWidzrt 
before learnt Syriac **, and received further inſtrucim r 
from Moſes, prevailed with the emperor F erdinand tende 
Firſt to be at the expence of the impreſſion, which Jy Eic 


for ſome time were aſſiſted by William Poſtell. I 
theſe perſons we are indebted 707 the firſt edition a 1 
Syriac New Teſtament, 1 at Vienna in 155 NB: ated 


lon 0 
Tom. I. 5. e e had 
= Widmanſtad aſſumed i in wh the name of Johannes Lucretius. [ Whic 

Ai See Hirt's Orient: Bib. 2 Vol. IT. p. 272. | wa 


— K The occaſion of the miſtake, into which ſome of the learned ht ble to 


fallen, that this edition was printed in 1 562, is aſhgned by Dr. Hirt, 
266, 267. and 28 5—288, Namely, in ſome of the copies, on the reve 
of the title page, are the arms of the printer Zymmermann, nicht 
following ſubſcription, Cum Rom. Cæſ. Maj. gratia et privilegio al 
tum eſt ut nemo deinceps hoc opus imprimat. Viennæ Auftriz excud 

bat Michael Zymmermann, Anno M. D.LXIT. Dr. Hirt ſuppoſea Ml It has 
great probability, that this was the year in which the printer pu „ tov 
dne remainder of the * which the uu N had 1 for * hy in 


lich the two laſt epiſtles of St. John, the ſecond of It. 
Frier, the epiſtle of St. Jude, and the Revelation of St. 
ohn are wanting. A thouſand copies were printed, of 


o chich the emperor reſerved to himſelf five hundred for 
1, e, ſent three hundred to the two Syrian patriarchs, 


nd made a preſent to Moſes of two hundred copies, to- 
ether with twenty dollars. An account of this beautiful 
nd exceedingly ſcarce edition may be found in Simon 
Hit. Crit. p. 171. in the ſecond part of the firſt volume 
f the Memoirs of a Library in Halle“, p. 91. and par- 
cularly in Hirt's Orient. Bibliothek . Profeſſor 
Wruns has obſerved in the fifteenth volume of the Reper- 
drum, p. 1 54. that among the errata, ſubjoined to this 


651, ion, are four various readings marked with an aſte- 
the Wk, which are not taken from Syriac manuſcripts, but 
I, and rom Greek editions; and it was therefore an error to 
Space mit them into the later editions of the Syriac verſion *5, 
ud be his Editio Princeps will ever retain its intrinſic value. 
under: The other editions are deſcribed in Andr. Mülleri 
ho dad iert. de verfionibus Syriacis, printed in his Symbolæ 


mace **, to whoſe account ſeveral additions have been 
nd te nde by Bruns, p. 157. of the Repertorium publiſhed 
Eichhorn. | | | 


a copy of the former, though not in Syriac but He- 
ew letters. The Greek text with Beza's verſion, is 
| ated with it, to which Tremellius added a Latin tranſ- 
ba on of the Syriac, which is ſaid to be very literal “. 


which he is accuſed by Simon of having made little 
ss uſe; but whether the charge is grounded I am un- 
ucned Ee to determine, as this edition is neither in my library 


r. Hirt, | Os 
the reve 2 4 . 8 6 

n, with i p Preſerved in the Univerſity library at Gottingen, are the arme 
rilegio = 2. lubſcription, but in that, of which I am in poſſeſſion, they are want. 
riæ ex e 


er puch P?, to which Dr. Hirt replies, p. 290. that the work was printed at 


| for ſale. iy in x 569. though the dedication is dated Heidelberg, 1 March, 
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2. Tremellius's edition at Geneva 1 569, in folio! Tt 


c had a Syriac manuſcript from the Heidelberg library, 


appoſes an lt has been ſaid that the original edition appeared at Heidelberg in 


from the Eaſt, and in the ſeventh volume of the Ant: 


_ .above-mentioned Fabricius. 
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nor in that of our univerſity **. One circumſtance | 
recollect in particular, having once borrowed it fron W11 
Profeſſor Weber, that it is printed with Chaldee points; | 
and Bruns has obſerved *?, that Jod is uſed as the rerfic 
pegs of the third perſon of the future, inſtead of the 
yriac Nun. It might be called therefore with more eo 
Propriety a Chaldee than a Syriac New Teſtament, aud 
perhaps Tremellius, who was himſelf of Jewiſh origin, 
was induced to make the alteration by the hope of con- 
verting his brethren **. A more circumſtantial account 10 
of this edition may be ſeen in Hirt's Orientaliſche Bi. Mus 
bliothek , Vol. II. p. 289-—294. 
3. The Antwerp edition, in the fifth volume of the 
Biblia Regia **. I refer this edition to the year 1 571, be: 
cauſe the dedication of the fifth volume of the Biblia Re. 
gia is Antwerpiæ 1571, Calendis Julii, and the ſubſcip- nit 
tion at the end of the volume is Antwerpiæ excudebat ſun 
Plantinus Regius Prototypographus Anno c19191.xx, , u 
Kal. Februarii. The Syriac text is twice printed in ths an 
edition, in the firſt column with Syriac letters and points, e191: 
of which the typographical execution is not the moſt Cæ 
beautiful, and ſecondly under the other texts with He. 
brew letters and Chaldee points. Thie latter was done 
with a view of rendering the New Teſtament intelligible mus 
to the Jews, and of converting them to the Chriſtian x. It a 
ligion, as we are informed by Guido Fabricius de k el 
Boderie, who wrote for that purpoſe the Syriac text le fo1 
Hebrew letters: he was likewiſe the author of the LatnWnkin 
verſion, as appears from the preface to the edition which Wind th 
will be mentioned No. 6. Several paſſages were alemi¶enſo. 
according to a manuſcript,which William Poſtell bro Pr; 


werp Polyglot are various readings collected by de . 


In this edition are omitted thoſe books and paſage tt the 
which make no part of the old Syriac verſion, nameh r Fra 
the ſtory of the adultereſs, 1 John v. 7. the ſecond u 
third epiſtles of St. John, &c. The {ibſcription hi oloni 
1s placed at the end of the firſt epiſtle of St. e 
n ee blos 


| 


been informed by a friend, that there is a copy of thi 
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this edition ought to be conſidered as a ſupplement i 
the Hebrew Bible printed by Plantin in 15 7 3 and 19% 


| or be referred to the ſame year with the ollowing ed 
tion; a doubt which I am unable to remove. I hay 


edition in the Weimar library with various reading 
which ſome one has written in the margin from a Coder 
Viennenſis, but without giving any deſcription of thi 
manuſcript *7. This copy might be of uſe in biblic 
715505 ; | 
5. An Antwerp edition, in 16”. conſiſting of z 
pages, likewiſe from the preſs of Plantin, with Raphel 
ing's various readings, printed, like the foregoing, wit 
Hebrew letters. | 85 
Iwo other Antwerp editions are mentioned by Müller 
printed in Syriac letters, the one 1 567, the other 1620 
But the former, according to Maſch's account, is the 
ſame with the Polyglot mentioned No. 3. and the latt 
either the ſame with Troft's edition, or has never ex 
ech. | 
6. The Paris edition of 1584, under the title of Ne 
vum Teſtamentum, KN NP), » x24 $4298, Ne 
vum Jeſu Chriſti D. N. Teſtamentum. Ad Chriſtian: 
ſimum Galliz et Poloniæ regem Henricum III. Potentiſ 
et Invictiſſ. Principem, Chriſtianæ religionis vindicen 
et aſſertorem unicum. Pariſiis MDLXXxIIII. Apud Jo 
hannem Benenatum. This edition contains the Greek 
text, the Vulgate, and, what is the moſt material, tht 
Syriac verſion *®, accompanied with à Latin tranflatio 
over each line, but this tranſlation is different from thai © Fer 
in the Antwerp Polyglot, and is leſs literal. Tha 5 
books, and paſſages which belong not to the old Sn 
verſion, are fai y omitted, though the columns qq. 
the Greek and Latin texts are continued: but we Wen f 
except the interpolation at the end of the epiſtle to 3qydi 
Romans, which neither formed a part of the old Syd non 
verſion, nor was admitted into the firſt editions. I wil 2 
not accuſe Le Feyre **, becauſe it does not appear . 


* 
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\imſelf took part in the work, though he promoted 
i and wrote the dedication”. Perhaps it was inſerted 
the printer 3 but whoever was the perſon to whom 
© muſt be aſcribed”, he has produced in this inſtance 
falſe copy of the Syriac text. ns 
The dedication written by Le Fevre, and addrefled 
Henry III. is a maſter- piece of pedantry and ſuper- 
don, yet, though it cannot be read without laughter, 
contains ſeveral important accounts, eſpecially thoſe 
hich relate to the Syriac editions of the New Teſta- 
ent with Hebrew types. This writer was a profound 
gilt, and zealous advocate for the Catholic religion, 
ut incredibly weak and ſuperſtitious. He deſcribes to 
e pious Henry the figns and wonders which ſhould 
cede the ſecond coming of the Son of man, among 
dich he reckons the foundation of the French order & 
nights du Saint Eſprit, which he conſiders as a ſecond 
ſtance in which the prophecy was fulfilled of the effu- 
in of the Holy Ghoſt, and ſubjoins an account of ſe- 
ral extraordinary appearances in the heavens, obſerved 
Meifſen in Saxony. A general converſion of unbe- 
ers was likewiſe to take place, for which purpoſe the 
Wo of France was to declare war on the Turks, and 
aſiſted in the expedition by the firſt-born Son of the 
uch, but the converſion of the Jews was to be ef- 
ted by printing the Syriac New Teſtament in Hebrew 
ters. Speaking of the Antwerp Polyglot, p. 16: he 
in qua, præter cæteros labores, mihi cum ahis 
5 doctis 
Le Fevre, p. 16. of the dedication, writes as follows: Cum anno 
i regia majeſtas tua in aulam ſuam iſtine me evocaſſet, certior facłus 
 Fpographum Benenatum (quod equidem nomen illi maxime con- 
quippe qui ad id unum natus et a natura conformatus videatur, 
p03 literas, et imprimis ſacras, ſua ſedulitate promoveat) ſecundam 
mem ſecundum exſcriptionem meam literis Hebraicis ſed abſque 
a feliciter inchoaſſe, miro quidem gaudio ſum perfuſus, utque ab 
Mo non deſiſteret eum vehementer ſum adhortatus: et quidem niſi 
Kgotia non minoris forſan moment? me domum revocaſſent, eum 
Mr mea qualicunque opera in totius operis editione ſublevaſſem. 
Phe to Benenatus (Bienn6) himſelf, for Le Fevre, p. 17. 
<= to him multæ et diuturnæ vigiliæ et indefeſſi labores. | 
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doctis communes, Novum Jeſu Chriſti Domini noſi 
Teſtamentum ex charactere Syro in Literas Hebraicy 
tranſcripſi ac latinæ interpretationis facibus colluſtrayi: 
Bibliorum vero. apparatui lexicon Syro-Chaldaicum « 
Rabbinicum adjeci, ut lingua Syra, incarnati Verhi i 
divino conſecrata, Virgini Mariæ Deigenitrici populais io: 
apoſtolis omnibus vernacula et in qua Chriſtus ipſe evan 
gelium ſuum promulgavit quam latiſſime fieri poſlent 
per univerſam eccleſiam diffunderetur, ut et Chrifti 
et Judæi proſelyti ejus beneficio juvarentur, illi quem Ni 
ut in officio retinerentur, magiſque ac magis confirma 
rentur, hi autem ad veritatis cognitionem adducerentut ud: 
et a caſtris Moſis, tanquam a primipilo ad imperatorem 
in caſtra Chriſti ſe reciperent. It appears then the He 
bræo-Syriac editions of the New Teſtament were d ria 
ſigned to anſwer the ſame end, as the Jewiſh-Germa 
verſions, publiſhed by order of the Callenberg inſti 
tution. 3 | 
7. Elias Hutter, in his Opus duodecim linguarut 


or Edition of the New Teſtament in twelve language 
publiſhed in 1 599, inſerted likewiſe the Syriac vero re] 
and becauſe ſeveral books were wanting in the precedMR the 
htl 


ing editions, he undertook the uſeleſs and ridiculou 
labour of tranſlating them himſelf into Syriac, witht 
ſtory of the adultereſs in St. John's Goſpel, as if it v ee w 
a matter of importance to have a modern tranſlation 
a book, which we are able to read in the original. Bt 
ſides, it has a great number of faults *, and hardly dt 
ſerves a place in a library **. gu 

8 8. The Cöthen edition, by Martin Troſt, 1b ey w 
4”. It is printed in Syriac letters, is in ſeveral papided 
pointed, has a tranſlation, and a collection of van 
readings, which were printed by Walton, in the . four 


volume of the London Polyglot **. Thoſe parts, va own 
belong not to the old Syriac verſion, Troſt has t i is 
properly omitted. e Aﬀer 


0. 


© © See the remarks of Bruns in the Repertorium. Vol. XV. p.19 
> Some of the copies have on the title page the date 1622: 
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on g. In the mean time Lud. de Dieu publiſhed the 
perelation of St. John, from a manuſcript formerly in 
he poſſeſſion of Scaliger **, which I believe to be very 
wlty, in 1627, at Leyden, and reprinted it in 1643, 
s an Appendix to his Animadverſiones in loca diffici- 
or V. et N. Teſtamenti *, in Syriac and Hebrew 
(ters. | 

os 10. Pococke publiſhed at Leyden, 1630, from Eng- 
ih manuſcripts 3, the four epiſtles wanting in the old 
aden ac, namely, the ſecond epiſtle of St. Peter, the 
rm ond and third of St. John, and the epiſtle of St. 
emu ade“ | | | 

torem 11. All theſe parts of the Syriac New Teſtament 
1e He ee collected and publiſhed in the Paris Polyglot, in 
mac letters. I have a ſtrong ſuſpicion that the text 
this edition has been altered from mere conjecture, 
kaſt many paſſages in the book of Revelation differ 
om the firſt edition, without any reaſon being aſſigned 


Jermat 


8 inſt 


rvarut the alteration ; and Gabriel Sionita, who had the 
gung of the Paris Polyglot, was not a man on whom we 
vero rely *. The Latin tranſlations, which he has given 
. precede the Syriac Old and New Teſtament, are executed 
ichcdo h the greateſt inaccuracy, though the taſk of a tranſ- 
with or is eaſier than that of a critic. In almoſt every 
if it wg: we may diſcover errors, that betray either hurry 
flation OF ignorance, and not ſeldom both qualities united. 
inal. be Syrians in general make uſe of vowel-points in 
ardly e places only, where their abſence might occaſion 


ibiguity ©, but Gabriel Sionita has added them in 


ſt, 16218") word. In the arrangement of his points he has 
eral plachWiced by a ſtrict analogy, from which modern gram- 
of wa mans have derived their rules; whether this analogy 
1 the fu founded on the authority of Syriac manuſcripts, or 
arts, vs own conjecture, I will not pretend to determine, 
lt has gts certain that the Roman editions, publiſhed by 


e Aſſemans, differ in many caſes from his method of 
ning. The more I conſider him as a critic, the leſs 
a reaſon 


3 a deſcription of the two laſt- mentioned editions, ſee Hirt's 
gent. Bibl. Vol. II. p. 309 —312 5 | 


amine at one view in what reſpects his edition diem he 
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reaſon I find to value him, and omit therefore at Pr 
ſent what I had written in the two firſt editions, to t. 
diſparagement of Gutbier, who in his edition of f 
Syriac New Teſtament had departed from the rules 
Gabriel Scionita, for as theſe are very uncertain, it! 
poſſible that Gutbier's Syriac manuſcript was pointe 
on different principles. | | 
12. The next edition appeared in the London Pal 
plot, in which the ſtory of the adultereſs was added 
from a manuſcript in the poſſeſſion of Archbiſh 
Uſher *', and preceded by the following inſcription 
[Y-anD wooks| Ut: Wage [Za] wor U Ho Leſſon of th 
ſinner, that is not contained in the Pefhito*. By 
1 John v. 7. 1s faithfully omitted. 
13. The edition of Ægidius Gutbier, Hamb 
1664. As this edition is in general uſe in Germany, 
deſcription of it would be unneceffary ** ; I ſhall they 
fore only obſerve, that it niaterially differs, eſpecially 
the punctuation, from the Paris and London Polyglat 
for which the editor appeals to the authority of a m 
nuſcript, which he had borrowed from L'Emperel 
and from which he had pointed his copy of the edito 
publiſhed by Troſt. But to enable the reader to ef 


from the preceding, he added in 1665, Notæ cnt 
in N. T. Syriacum, quibus præcipua variz punctation 
exèmpla, aliæque variantes lectiones, quæ obſervati 
nem merentur, inter ſe conferuntur. The ftory of U 
adultereſs he has inſerted from the London Pohge 
and has taken the unwarrantable liberty of intruult f 
into the text the Syriac tranſlation of 1 John ). erto 


made by Tremellius. © 1 ” 
Having formerly made uſe of this edition in rau, any 
lectures on the Syriae New Teſtament, my hearts Mule 
quently obſerved that the readings in their copy cific" I the 

_ "Dot | F 
1 5 a (ch; 
r Inam hiſtoriam non interpretatus eſt Polycarpus, vel 6 qui 0p lan 
erat Philoxenianz verſionis auftor, ſed Maras eam interpretat tus Sy 
poſtea anno Domini 522. Km ]. 


- White's ed. of the Philoxenan verſion, P. OL, | 
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un thoſe in mine, and produced frequently the very 
me reading which Gutbier, in his Note critice, had 
ed as that of the London Polyglot, and as different. 
vm his own. Another extraordinary circumſtance is, 
ut in ſome copies the figures prefixed to each verſe are 
aller in the Goſpel of St. Matthew, than in the remain- 
of the New Teſtament, but in others they are of the 


than by ſuppoſing that the work has undergone ſeve- 
editions, though the date is the ſame in each #*. An 
Ition is ſaid to have been publiſhed at Leipzig in 
148, and another at Hamburg in 1749, but I doubt 
the exiſtence of both, as no one, to' my knowledge, 
ſen a copy of either, and ſince that time the book 
become really ſcarce. 

0) . Chriſtian Knorre of Roſenroth, publiſhed at 
Itzbach in 1684, the Syriac New Teſtament in He- 
letters without points. This edition I have never 


hg n, but Schaaf, in the preface to his Syriac Teſtament, 
/ „ „ that it is only a re-impreſſion of the Antwerp edi- 
be n“ mentioned above, No. 4. and No. 5. 


1j. The very beſt edition of the Syriac New Teſta- 


f * 4 at 1s undoubtedly that of Leyden, publiſhed by 
n rye laaf in 1709, and reprinted in 1717 . The very 
ner lent Lexicon which is annexed to it will ever re- 


its value, being, as far as regards the New Teſta- 


beruhe, extremely accurate and complete, and ſupplying 


02 9 lome meaſure the place of a concordance. The variz \ 
. T. verſionis Syriacæ lectiones ex ommibus editionibus 
1 „ to ſudore collectæ are the beſt collection which have 


to been given. The Latin tranſlation is the only 
of the work which had been better omitted; not 


in read by . | 
garen! ay objection can be made to its accuracy, but 
yd wle it enhances the price of a moſt uſeful edition, 


14 tranſlation of the Syriac Teſtament is unneceſſary 
a ſcholar, who has devoted half a year's diligence to 
1 6 quis 0" language. The editor ſays, in his preface, ut 
rerpretats tus Syrus intellectu facilior effet, ad latus adjunxi ver- 
em latinam, ex omnibus ejus verſionibus, latinis, 
POL, II. imprimis 


efize. Theſe difficulties I can ſolve in no other man- | 
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imprimis Tremelliana, et ubicunque mihi videbat 
commodum, propria opera compoſitam.“ Schaaf, 
common with ſeveral other editors, has been guilty 
interpolating 1 John v. 7. not on the authority df 
manuſcript, but from the Syriac tranflation, which Ti 
mellius made of this verſe from the Latin. He 
likewiſe interpolated in other places, as Acts vii, 
XV. 34. See my Curz in actus apoſt. ſyr. p. 100. a 
118. 13% 
With reſpect to the arrangement of the youd 
Schaaf, and Leuſden who aſſiſted at the commend 
ment of the work, were of different ſentiments, butt] 
former, though undoubtedly in the right, ſubmitte 
through reſpect to the latter, regarding him, as he hi 
ſelf exprefles it, like a father. The work was print 1s 
as far as Luke xv. 20. when Leuſden died, and fro 5 25 
Luke xviu. 27., where a new ſheet begins, the poi 
are arranged according to the better judgement 
Schaaf. N | 
16. Laſtly, the Syriac verſion of the New Teſtame bath 
was publiſhed at Leipzig 1713, fol. in Chriſtian Rei ba 
eccit Biblia quadrilinguia **. | 


SEES | the y 
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Of the manuſcripts of the old Syriac verſion. 


HOUGH the Syriac New Teſtament has beer to 

| fo frequently printed, yet as this verſion is of (thor | 
greateſt importance, a new edition, corrected from 
moſt authentic manuſcripts, is ſtill wanting. I | . he 
Cure in Actus Apoſt. I have taken notice of ſerel 
faults in our preſent editions, and in confirmation o ex 
remarks have appealed to the Arabic verſion made 6 
the Syriac : ſeveral of theſe remarks, eſpecially that 
Acts x11. 10. have been again confirmed by a vel 
cient manuſcript, in the poſſeſſion of Mr. Ridley: 
this manuſcript, the four Goſpels are a copy of the q 


* 
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if Philoxenus, but the Acts of the Apoſtles, and 


bat 

of, e epitles, are the old Syriac *. As appears from the 
lty ſcriptaon, it belonged in the twelfth century to Dio- 
iss Barflibazzus, a man of great renown. among the 
Inas, who corrected in ſeveral places what feemed to 
He erroneous. In the preface to the Cure, p. 11, 12. 


gyen ſeveral examples, in which it differs in the Acts 
the Apoſtles from our printed editions“, and Iwill here 
(duce ſeveral others where the common text is proba- 
Y furious. Matth. ix. 36. all the editions, not ex- 
dung the Editio princeps of Widmanſtad, have, for 
wn, es ſoluti, a manifeſt erratum for C pro- 
c, the reading of the Philoxenian verſion. Mark 
i; 37. for Taos Azyw, the common text has S 


print s now vir, again an erratum for S. omni- 
nd fro $45 in the Philoxenian verſion *. The ſeven ſtadia', 
1 pol . a, for Tabtary od ou * which I mentioned, in 
ment > Curz, p. 55. as probably a modern fcholion, be- 


ae the Erpenian Arabic verſion expreſſes ſimply © a 
bbath day's journey,” no one will undertake to defend, 
im Reiß has read the obſervations of Ludovicus de Dieu on 
 palſage, Acts i. 42. for xowevs we find Lo . 
ts very improbable, that, in the time of the old 
ac tranſlator, xa had received the church fenfe 
the word, * communion of the ſacrament ;* and what 
extraordinary, M -i is written in Syriac charac- 
when a different word is uſed in the original, 
eh it was not the uſual practice of the Syriac tranſ- 
bas deer to adopt Greek words on other &tcafions *. The 
n is of ("or of the Erpenian Arabic verſion, who tranflated 
from the old Syriac, found no ſuch reading in his 
ie, having rendered the paſſage 3 ( e leg 
of (cv) =) 3s Mall, where he has ſimply and lite- 
tion af cxprefſed zona 7.” If we except Acts xx. 7. 

fe the Arabic tranſlator has a different expreſſion, 
ty that N >, corpus Chriſti, we find LH in no other 
a ven of the Syriac verſion, and even there it is probably 
nous, and borrowed from the uſage of a later church“. 
B 2 Heb. 
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Hieb. iv. 3. KD cpme, for which no various read en 
is found, is expreſſed in the Syriac by r = ha., a 
interrogation inſtead of an affirmation : this is undoubt 
edly an erratum for |: H. b as my father remarked i lick 
the margin of his Syriac Teſtament, for the Exp. Aue th 
verſion has J5 =. Heb. iv. 12. after aguw ru 
prvehuv in the Syriac verſion, is added a word that eu 


preſſes ow, though found in not a ſingle Greek many les 
{cript : the text in this paſſage is ber Y lac [lus 

and though ſpurious, is as ancient as the time of th bre 
Arabic tranſlator, who has rendered it by EL d thor 


: e: but the interpolation betrays itſelf by a gr non 
matical error, for Dolath ought to have been repeated 
and the word written bre: The Syriac text, Hel a 
vii. 11. Sie adazo wy vl, which is tranſlated in t. 
Polyglots, ſed dixit, in fimilitudinem Aharon erit, 
real nonſenſe, and even ſubverſive of the author's d 
fign : it ought to be g bo, et non dixit, as in the En 
Arab. verſion Ji, 4J,. Heb. vii. 21. go! . perl 
videm, is a modern interpolation, as it is not only wit 
ing in the Greek manuſcripts, but alſo omitted by VI. 
Arabic tranſlator. 2 Pet. ji. 1. b, in mundo, 4 
an evident erratum for ba, in populo, as in the 
Arab. verſion = . Ver. 17. for vio Aude 
the Syriac verſion has . „ an evident erratun 
e, as remarked by my father in the matn WW 
his Polyglot, the reading of the Erp. Ar. verſion v1... 
Fell. Ver. 18. for UTECOY XG, the Syriac verſion . T. c 
ary, rifus, which my father ſuppoſed to be an e.. an 
for Jac as in the Erp. Ar. verſion we find xl | 
Miſtakes of this kind I find continually in read 
the Syriac New 'Teſtament, and I am perſuaded wh Preſ 
fore, not only that our common text of this advan 
verſion deviates from the genuine original, but he, 
multiplication of editions, has been only a multipler dd 
of errors. We | | __ 
A Syriac manuſcript of the Goſpels, preſerved at 


renberg, was collated, as far as relates to 15 len 
8 va 
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lifts, by John Erneſt Gerhard the elder, who 
5 at Wittenberg in 1646, three, if not more, 
ercitationes ad N. T. Syriacum, in the two firſt of 
hich he gives a deſcription of the manuſcript, and in 
be third quotes and criticiſes the various readings. Per- 
pps he was too minutely attentive to the difference of 
unctuation, in caſes where it regards only grammartical 
ies, yet he has ſhewn himſelf a man of profound 
uming in his five-and-twentieth year. Afterwards John 
brecht publiſhed at Jena, in 1666, Variæ lectiones 
ons Syriacæ e bibliotheca Gerhardiana, which col- 
fon had been made by Gerhard, from St. Matthew 
ad St. Mark, but the preface was written by Albrecht, 
id contains a deſcription of the Nurenberg manuſcript. 
tom John xi. 48. to the end, it is written by a diffe- 
a hand, is pointed throughout, which is not uſual 
nong the Syrians, and the Bes ption, written by the 
me hand as the latter part, bears date A. c. 1246. 
has likewiſe communicated various readings, from 
Wolfenbüttel manuſcript of the four Goſpels, in Eich- 
ats Repertorium, Vol. XV. p. 163—168. and Vol. 
VI. p. 10) —117. e | 
An eſſential ſervice would be rendered to biblical cri- 
mn by any man qualified for the taſk, who would 
Mdertake the compilation of a complete* catalogue of 
r Syriac manuſcripts of the New Teſtament, of which 
Man information is to be obtained. Scattered ac- 
nts may be ſeen in Simon Hiſt. Crit. des Verſ. du 
T, 3 69. in Walton's prftegomena, p. 91 
. and in Joſephi Simonis Aſſemani Bibliotheca Orient. 
om. I. p. 561, 562; by which laſt writer we are in- 
med, that two Syriac manuſcripts of the four Goſpels 
r preſerved -in the Vatican, one dated A. C. 548, the 
er 736, The Bibliotheca Medicea, publiſhed by 
hen Evodius Aſſeman, according to whoſe account 
e oldeſt Syriac manuſcript of the four Goſpels in that 
mary Was written in 586, and Blanchini evangeliarium 
acruplex verſionis antique latinæ, P. I. p. 541. may 
likewiſe conſulted, But we muſt not conclude that. 
To I... 
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all the Syriac manuſcripts are as antient as is implied 
by their dates, for later copyiſts have often tranſcribed 
the date, as well as the text of the ancient manuſcrig 
not through ignorance, or with a deſign to impoſe, bu 
to denote the edition from which they copied. Thok 
who make a profeſſion of Syriac literature are not alway 
attentive to this circumſtance, yet the fact is undeniable 
unleſs we ſuppoſe that in Syria, a country which ha 
ſuffered from inceſſant inroads and devaſtations, more 


ancient and original manuſcripts have been preſerved 


than in any nation whatſoever, 
In the publication of a new edition of the Syriac Tel 
tament, the Erpenian Arabic tranſlation might be treated 
nearly as a manuſcript in the Epiſtles and Ad of tho 
Apoſtles, becauſe thoſe books, except in a few inſtanees 
were tranſlated immediately from the old Syriac*: and 
the ſame may be ſaid of the Perſian tranſlation, as far 
as relates to the four Goſpels. Various readings might 
be collected from the Syriac fathers, not only from 
Ephrem, whoſe works we have in Syriac, but alſo fa eur 
the fragments of other writers, collected by Aſſemal 
In ſhort, with proper attention, an almoſt perfect «dior 
tion might be formed, in compariſon with thoſe which lather 
have been hitherto given; the moſt ancient verſione 
the New Teſtament merits all the pains that we are r der 
to beſtow, and no work would more eminently con 
bute to our advancement in biblical Knowledge. I pr 
rules neceſſary to be obſerved in collating Ephrem Ip ö 
rus, and in critical inquiries in general in regard tn the | 
the Syriac verſion, have been given by Storr, in bis Vs 
ſervationes ſuper verſionibus N. T. Syriacis, publiſe 
at Studtgard in 1972, a moſt excellent treatiſe, and i 
diſpenſable to every man who would criticiſe on the Y 
riac verſion. No-one is more qualified to pe | 
rules in practice than the learned writer himfcl, and i 
wiſh that he had proper encouragement and ſuppot a der 
the execution of a taſk, which would render cllentg"ncide 
- ſervice in the criticiſm of the New Teſtament. 


I 
Ses the Curæ in verſ. syr. AR. Apoſt. 926. | 


/ 
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The order in which the ſeveral books are placed, in 
the Syriac verſion, may be ſeen in a Syriac poem of 
Ebedjeſu, inſerted by Aſſeman in the Biblioth. Orient, 


8 Tom. III. p. 8 

hoſ 3 

* d e T, 1 

more The old Syriac verſion was made immediately from the 
eyed | Greek. | 3 

Tel HE learned Bengel, in his Introductio in criſin 
wo N. T. p. 409, has ventured a conjecture, that 


jofliþly the Syriac verſion was not taken immediately 


anees, or ſolely from the Greek, but that the tranſlator made 


abe ee allo of the Latin verſion *. My father, in his Trac- 
4 tio critica de varus lectionibus N. T. § 23. and in 
might Remarks on Bengel's Tractatio de ſinceritate N. T. 


has produced very weighty arguments againſt this con- 
ecture: and in order to remove all doubts, I carefully 
ulated, a few years ago, the Syriac with the Latin 
ion, the reſult of which was a confirmation of my 
ers arguments, as may be feen at large in the 
ghth ſection of the Cure. But ſince Bengel has him- 
ſeit declared, in his Concertatio de ſinceritate N. T. that 
bus doubts reſpected not the genuine Peſhito, but only 
bur printed editions, whether they contained that an- 
ent, or a later verſion, and as we are now in poſſeſſion 
if the Philoxenian, every ſuſpicion in regard to the for- 
ner muſt vaniſh of itſelf. | 

A coincidence with the Latin in particular readings, 
Words no argument that the one was taken from the 
her, and proves only, as will be ſhewn in the follow- 


at dg ſection, that both were made in a very early age, 
i, ode the multiplication of copies had produced any 
uppen i oniderable variety in the Greek manuſcripts. Yet this 


uncidence is not ſo great as many have ſuppoſed, tlie 
dings being not ſeldom directly oppoſite, as I have. 
7 ST men, 


: 
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ſhewn in the eighth ſection of the Cure; and in ther 
modes. of paraphraſing obſcure paflages of the Greek 

text though the Syriac Teſtament has been my conſtant 
ſtudy, I have never found an inſtance that could juſtiy 
the ſmalleſt ſuſpicion; but, on the contrary, their me. 
thods are ſo perfectly diſſimilar, as to make it impoſſible 
for the Syriac to have been taken from the Latin verſun, 
Beſides, the conſecture is in itſelf improbable in the 
higheſt degree, it being hardly credible that in Syr 
where Greek was the current language in all the prin; 
pal cities, a tranſtator of the New Teſtament would By 
have recourſe to a Latin tranſlation rather than the 
Greek original; and we have reaſon to believe that the 
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Syriac verſion was made at Edefla, where the Lam erf 
language was perhaps unknown. comp 
S ae a lever 
———— — ollou 
e TS = 

F V. Orieſt 


In what reſpects the old & yriac verſion is related to the Lai, ode: 
be Coptic, and the Greek manuſcripts of the Weſtern bot 
Alexandrine eattions *. to oo OO 


HE readings of the Syriac verſion coincide ve 

| frequently with the Latin, in caſes where out 

printed editions of the Greek Teſtament, or the man 
ſcripts of particular countries deviate from both, a cl 
cumſtance which redounds rather to the-honour of thel 
verſions, as they are the two oldeſt that exiſt; and the 
Syriac, notwithſtanding the imperfections of the print fred n 

text, has deſcended to the preſent age with fewer altiW1ria, : 
rations than the Latin. By the Latin I underſtand toupt 
preſent not the tranſlation, which is found in many ienſlat 

the Codices Græco-Latini, but the common verſon WW! 

corrected by Jerom, ratified by papal authority, Tat 0 
known under the name of the Vulgate. The coincident | 

is ſometimes carried ſo far, that they agree in feat 
which are found in not a ſingle manuſcript, for _ tee a 


— 
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er Acts x. 3. Eider en og, where both the Syriac and 
ek the Latin tranſlator have rendered the paſſage as if the 
ant original were Ouros e:dev, the former having Iw ba, the 
in WA \atter is vidit: but the old Latin verſion in the Codex 
me. Laudianus, though it agrees with the Syriac in moſt 
ble ocher caſes, omits, in conjunction with ſeveral other 
ſon, manuſcripts, in the firſt verſe, and conſtrues the paſ- 
the age in the following manner: Aung ve rig & Kaiwngers 


„, > - - - - td, vir autem quidam in Czſarea...... 
1nci- dit. | | te 5 

rould But more frequent and more remarkable is the agree- 
nent of the Syriac verſion with thoſe manuſcripts, which 
t the WWvcre formerly called Codices latinizantes, and the Latin 
Latin ſerſion with which ſeveral of thoſe manuſcripts are ac- 


companied. Of thaſe, which I have enumerated in the 
eleventh fection of the Cure, I will fele& only the three 
ollowing, as the moſt diſtinguiſhed: the Codex Alex- 
andrinus, in which the Acts of the Apoſtles are, as 
Grieſbach ſays, according to the Weſtern edition“; the 
odex Cantabrigienſis, which agrees with the Syriac ' 
erfion- in the twenty-two firſt chapters of the Acts in 
leventy-ſeven readings, and in the ten firſt chapters of 
dt. Matthew's Goſpel in twenty readings, that are found 
n no other manuſcript: and the Codex Laudianus 3. 
Nom an alteration of the Syriac from the Latin cannot 


e man poffibly be ſuppoſed, for the ancient church of Rome, 
1, 2 che time of Pope Damaſus, and in the period ſubſe- 
of thelaWſivent to Charlemagne, had no inclination to make the 
and ti empt; the modern church of Reme would have al- 
> prints fred not from the old Latin, but from the Vulgate; in 
ver ale na, where Greek was underſtood, no man could have 


ought of correcting the Syriac Teſtament from a Latin 
many enlation, and thoſe Syrians, who were unacquainted 
nth Greek, were undoubtedly ignorant of Latin. A 


incidenituch at the time when J publiſhed the Curæ had never 
Xn printed, was the cauſe of a ſuppoſition which I 1 
IT wy ere advanced, that certain readings of the Cambridge, 

| 1 8 | ee - 


d 


ant of ſufficient knowledge of the Philoxenian verſion, 
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3 inſeretl gradually in the Peſhito. But 


verſionem Syriacam cum Cantabrigienſi vicies contra omnes codice 


bimus. a '$ | 
| H@c non dixi, ut meam ſententiam proferrem, fed argumentand 


judicem ago, quippe minime ad eam dirimendam idoneus. Sed ubi te 


or other ſemilar manuſcripts, might have been write 
either in the margin or in the text of the Philoxeniu 
verſion, and from this verſion, which was held in bg 


Ridley, in a letter Nov. 23, 1755, favoured me 

with a more accurate deſcription of at*, and fince the 

wprk itſelf has been printed, all doubts are removed. 
More probable is the ſuppoſition that the Syriac hy 


t Ad Marci evangelium quod attinet, in decem primis capitiby 


concinere in leQionibus ſingularibus te obſervaſſe dicis: et præter ha 
uhiuvs codicis Cant. lectiones plurima corruptionis ex Latina in Syria. 
cam verſionem ſerpentis veſtigia detexiſſe. At has corruptiones ex Ke. 
pacleenſi irrepſifle ſuſpicaris ? Minime: e XX locis, quibus (ut dic) 
fimplex concinit cum Cantabrigienſi ſolo, Heracleenſis concinit in duo. 
bus tantum, ſcil. V, 26. IX, 27. 3 805 | | | | 
En canones criticos, quorum ope has corruptiones, vel ledtiones, 
latinizantes in ſimplicem ex Heracleenſi denſo agmine immigraſſe tt 
demonſtraſſe credis! 1. Ex Arabica verſione nonnunquam vetus $y- 
riaca lectio eruenda. 2. In quibuſcam locis gravis eſt ſuſpicio, textun 
ſimplicis ad Heracleenſem verſionem reformari. 3. Quod ubi fattun 
eſſe in uno exrmplo intellenerimus, ſæpius accidiſſe ſuſpicari debe. 
bimus. | . | 1 

His canonibus niſus experiar, quid ex adverſa parte poſſim ſtabilire 
Aſſumo igitur ſententiam tuæ contrariam, nempe verſionem ſunplicen, 
olim latinizantem, ope Heracleenſis jam demum in plurimis ad Grecu 
reformari. In Marc. ii. 16. viii. 22. ix. 33. K. 21. Arabica conciuit 
cum Vulgata latina; eadem igitur olim fuit lectio Syriaca: fed bod. 
erna ſimplex in his locis cum Heracleenſi conſentit; unde gravis el 
ſuſpicio in his locis hodiernam ſimplicem ex Heracleenſi reformatan 
eſſe: Heracleenſis vero in his locis cum Græcis conſpirat; ergo bo. 
dierna ſimplex ope Heracleenſis ad Græcos reformata. Et quod i 
uno exemplo factum intellexerimus, ſæpius accidiſſe ſuſpicari debe. 


gratia. Nondum enim in hac controverſia ex alterutra parte patrona 
audi vi: non teſtes expendi: Wetſtenii editionem N. T. non peri 
non, introductionem tuam ad tabulas N. T. vidi, non Bengel, 10. 
patris tui tractationes potui comparare. In hac lite igitur mmm 


in alterutram trutinam propenſiorem videro, equi amicus, fideliter 2d- 
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had influence on the Latin, eſpecially in thoſe examples 
whete an error is committed, that might happen more 


. Vll. 


written 
Xemian 


t Mr, text is properly a compoſition of ſeveral ancient Latin 
red me iWrerſions, one of which muſt have been made by a native 
ce the WWW rmian®, as appears from the Syriaſms found in the Latin 
red. text of ſeveral ancient manuſcripts, that greatly exceed 
ac has Jin harſhneſs the Syriaſms of the Greek Teſtament : this 
bal wise tranflator was probably guided, in obſcure paſ- 
ue ages, by the verſion of his 'own country, the effects of 
; coden A uhich appear to be felt at this very day in the Vulgate, 
reter hu i With regard to the probability of this conjecture, the 
in mi. reader may conſult the Cure, p. 169 —173. examine 
es ex te and determine for himſelf : this at leaſt is certain, that 
9 arlemagne made uſe of the Syriac verſion, for the 
"WEpjurpoſe of correcting the Vulgate *. But the foregoing 
1efions, Wiypotheſis is very infufficient to account for that general 
nigrafe ir coincidence obſerved between the old Syriac, the old 
vetus . Latin, and thoſe ancient Greek manuſcripts, which were 
o, textun undoubtedly written in the Weſt, as appears from the 
0 * Latin tranſlations, with which they are accompanied. 
oO This wonderful harmony between the two moſt an- 
n Kabine cient verſions of che New Teſtament, one of which was 
Cmplicen, read throughout Europe and the north of Africa, the 
ad Green iWiother propagated from Edeſſa to China, could have had 
a concultWWho other cauſe than a ſirmilarity of the Greek manuſcripts 
ede weſt of Europe, and the eaſt of Aſia, which muſt - 
2 haue deviated in an equal degree from out printed text, 
eng „and the manuſcripts of what is called the Greek edition 5. 
:t quod o immediate (connexion. ap to have exiſted in 
icari de hole early ages berween the Eaſtern, and the Weſtern 
urches; the ſimilarity therefore of the Greek manu- 
— tipts, from which the two moſt ancient verſions were 
1 mY Ken, can be aſcribed to no other cauſe than their high 
ee m oquity, a fimilarity {till preſerved in the Weſt, in 
us mii oe ages when the Codices Grzco-Latini were writ- 
Sed ubi Eten, as well as the later manuſcripts belonging to the 
fdelirer al Weſtern edition, enumerated in the eleventh ſection _ 


of 
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of the Cure. Whether the ſame evident, but ancien 
errors hkewiſe may be diſcovered in the works of theſe 
two diſtant countries, I leave to the examination of 
future critics. 

Loeſs frequently, though not ſeldom, does the dy 
verſion agree with the Coptic, and with thoſe ancient 
manuſcripts that belong to the Alexandrine edition, 


. ſometimes when thefe differ from thoſe of the Weſtem 


edition. This fimilarity muſt alſo be aſcribed to the 
high antiquity of thoſe manuſcripts, whereas the copies 
of the Greek edition are of a later date. 
A reading therefore, ſupported by the united autho- 
rity of the Syriac, the Coptic, and the Latin verſions 
by a quotation of Origen, and the ancient Greek mauu- 
. ſcripts of the Alexandrine and Weſtern editions, is 0 
only of great importance, but may in general be regarded 
as genuine. How many, or how * readings of thi 
kind may be produced, I am unable to aſcertain, but 
the ſubject is of ſufficient conſequence to deſerve a mi 
nute inquiry. e e $75 | | 
It appears from Wetſtein's Prolegomena, p. 110. that 
Alexias Meneſes, archbiſhop of Goa, ordered the Indian 
Chriſtians,” who uſe in general the Syriac verſion of the 
New Teſtament, to alter it according to the Vulgat, 
and that this command was executed with ſuch prec- 
fion, as to obtrude the groſſeſt errors of the Latin on 
the Syriac text. If this account is true, the modem 
Syriac manuſcripts of that country muſt latinize in! 
very high degree, and can be of no critical uſe to tht 
learned in Europe; but it would be unjuſt to chap 
the church of Rome with an inſtance of folly, which 8 
to be aſcribed only to an individual biſhop. The Lv 
theran miſſionaries in India have been able to collect the 
beſt intelligence on this ſubject, which I hope they wil 
communicate to the public, though it is probable tha 
L ſhall not outlive their return. | 
1. & S462) | | | 
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Anti quity of the Syriac verſion. 


in HE learned are extremely divided in their opi- 
on 71 nions reſpecting the antiquity of the Syriac ver- 
* fon; it being referred by ſome to the very earlieſt ages, 
te while others have taken all poſſible pains to prove 1t to 


be modern. Now it appears from the evidence of Bar 
Hebrzus, in his Horreum myſteriorum, that a more 
accurate tranſlation of the Greek Teſtament was made 
into Syriac in the time of Xenayas, who died in 520, 
which preſuppoſes the exiſtence of a more ancient ver- 
fon. It will be ſhewn in a following ſection, that the 
Armenian verſion, which was taken from the Syriac, 
was written in the beginning of the fifth century: the 
Syriac verſion therefore muſt be ſtill more ancient, and 
if that be true, which I have advanced in the preceding 
ſection, it muſt have been made in the firſt century *. 
It is indeed hardly credible, as Chriſtianity was ſo early 
propagated in Syria and Meſopotamia *,- that the Chriſ- 
tian communities in thoſe countries, ſhould have been 


gas native language: and Melito, who lived about the 
1 oer 10, expreſſiy declared, that a Syriac verſion of the / 
nodem . 7 | Bible, 
e in 4 It cannot be denied that Abgarus, who was king of Edeſſa from 


the 8th, year after the birth of Chriſt to the year 45, was converted to 
W Chriſtianity, though the letters, which are ſaid to have paſſed between 

N him and Chriſt, are probably not genuine. See Bayer's Hiſtoria Oſ- 
hich B choena, p.95—125. This Abgarus, according to Gregorius Bar Hebræus, 
built a church at Edeſſa, and it is probable, from the Chronicle of 
edt the Edeſſa, that this church was not built like thoſe of the poorer primitiye 
Chriſtians of the Weſt, but that it was ere&ed in the form of a temple, 
ble that and with a row of ſteps that led to the Holy Place. For it is related in 
the Chronicle, that in a flood, which happened at Edeſſa in the year 


the Holy Place, which was elevated ſeveral ſteps above the other parts 


E CT. of the building. The cuſtom of erecting churches in the form of tem- 


les ſeems to bave been firſt introduced in Syria, and thence commu- 
cated to the Chriſtian countries in Europe. 02 | 


deſtitute of a tranſlation of the New Teſtament in their : 


202, the water entered not only into the church, but roſe as high as 


1 
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Bible at that time exiſted », for in his Commentary 
the Septuagint, Gen. xx1. 13. he ſays, The Sy; 
and the Hebrew have in this paſſage the word hae 
ing,” in order to render it a more conſpicuous type o 

the croſs3,” Manes alſo, in his diſputes with the Chi n 
tians of the Eaſt, quoted the, New Teftament, yet! 

is known to have been ignorant of Greek, and cou 
have read the New Teſtament only in the Syriac: th Wil 
verſion therefore is prior to the age of Manes*, Laſth 
it appears from the teſtimony of Jerom, that the Syria 

Bible was in his time read publicly in the churches, f 
he ſays, Ephrem the Syrian is held in ſuch veneration 
that his writings are read in ſeveral churches immed 
ately after the leſſons from the Bible 7, 

I am not ignorant that the Oriental writers too ofter 
intermix in their hiſtories truth and fable, but in caſe 
where their evidence alone can be had, it is unjuſt tg 

reject it merely becauſe it may he falſe: and according 
to this evidence the Sytiac verſion was made in the fil 
century. Gregorius Bar Hebræus, who 1s bettet 
known under the name of Abulpharagius, and whom 
we juſtly venerate as the beſt hiſtorian of Syria, writes 

© that the New Teftament was tranſlated in the days 
the Apoſtle Addzus, (1. e. Thaddzus)*. This accout 
of Abulpharagius would be rendered ſtill more probable, 
if it could be ſhewn that the tranflator was a native Jew, 
becauſe the period in which the Jews were converted to 
Chriſtianity was undoubtedly confined to the firſt cen- 
tury : and though I cannot preſume to give poste n 
evidence, yet I have diſcovered traces in the Syriac vel. 
5 fion, as will appear from the eighth ſection, which ſeem 

| at leaſt to juſtify the ſuppoſition. 
The fubſcription of a Syriac manuſcript of 6090 bes 


w Vid. Millii Prolegomena, 5 1239. | 

x See ch. ii. & 2; of this Introduction, and Beauſobre Hiſtour du 
Manicheiſme “. Ws 
„ Waltoni Prolegomena, p. 91. | 

z See Aﬀemani Bibliotheex- Orientalis, T 
dex to the 3d. vol. art. Addzus. 


II. p. 279. and the It 
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ledged as canonical ; and the epiſtle of St. Jude, whic, 
was allo omitted in the Peſhito, was acknowledged by 
the Syrians as a work of divine authority, ſo early as the 
fourth century, as appears from the quotations of Eph- 
rem. But long before that period the epiſtle to the 
Hebrews had been admitted into the Syriac Teftamen, 
yet the tranſlator lived in a later age than the author of 
the other books of the Peſhito, as I have ſhewn aboye 
in the ſecond ſection, and could confirm by ſtill mor 


convincing arguments. This is a very ſatisfactory proof 


of the high antiquity of this verſion . 

The manner, in which certain words and phraſes are 
tranſlated in the Syriac Teſtament, affords likewiſe a pre- 
ſumption 1n favour of its antiquity. We know that the 
diſtinction between biſhops and elders was introduced 
into the Chriſtian church in a very early age, yet thi 
diſtinction was unknown to the Syriac tranſlator. Ju 
erioxorors, Phil. i. 1. he tranſlates © with the elders,” and 
erioxor1, 1 Tim. iii. 1. the office of an elder*,” The 
names alſo of places and perſons, which had not been 
clearly expreſſed in the Greek, are written with more 
orthographical accuracy than could have been expected 
from a writer who had lived in a century, when the me- 
mory of thoſe names was loſt  : and were I not unwi- 
ling to detain the reader, I could illuſtrate this obſerva 
tion by the names Alphzus, Cleopas, Capernaum, lict 
riotes, Kananites, and many others. 

In the laſt place Ephrem, who lived about the year of 
Chriſt 370, quotes the New Teſtament according to the 
Syriac verſion now-extant **. See his Syriac works, pub- 
liſhed at Rome, Vol. I. 18. 37. 147. 189. 221. 313 
318. 331- 357- 395. where we nad the following patlags 
quoted from our literal Syriac verſion, John i. 3. xill-1b 

Col. iii. 5. Gal. i. 1. Matth. xxli. 40. Epheſ. Il. 19 
1 Tim. vi. 6. 1 Pet. i. 11. Matth. iii. 17. Luke i. 7b 
Gal. iii. 13. It is true, that in ſome examples his quo- 
rations are ſomewhat different, where he quoted eite 
from memory, or found in his copy a reading differe 


from our own ; but it is certain that he uſed the Peſi 


IC 
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ſhe foregoing obſervation was firſt made by my father, 
his Remarks on Bengel's Treatiſe de ſinceritate N. T. 


P. vil. 


which 


0 05 enda. Ridley, in his diſſertation de verſionibus Sy- 
„X. T. fect. vii. carried the inquiry ſtill further; 
to Tt ut the moſt complete and moſt accurate treatiſe omthis | 
_—_ ect is Storr's Obſervationes ſuper N. T. verſiontbus 
thor lacie Ephrem, in his expoſition of the Old Teſta- 


bent, refers conſtantly to the Syriac verſion; and as 
rey Chriſtian would begin his tranſlation of the Bible 
ith that part which 1s of the greateſt importance, the 
echon of the New Teſtament muſt have been made long 
fore the time of Ephrem. | 

The inference to be deduced from the ſeveral argu- 


1 above 


Il more 


Y pro0 


aſes are 


. ents advanced in this ſection is, that the Syriac verſion 
oducel made eicher at the end of the firſt, or the beginning 
yet w e ſecond century *?, | 5 | 
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rs,” and 
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ch more er to ſeveral objeftions in regard to the antiquity of the 
xpected Syriac verſion. 1 


the me- 
t unwil⸗ 
obſerva- 
m, let 


AVING examined the poſitive grounds of the an- 
tiquity of the Syriac verſion, I have now to refute 
e arguments which have been brought againſt it. 
. The Syriac tranſlatod has ſometimes made uſe of 
tn words, which were not current before the middle 
ks; for inſtance Matth. xxvii. 65. *g is tranſlated 
abe, queſtionarius. See Grotius upon this paſ- 
de and Voſſius de tranſlatione 70 interpretum, c. 28. 
Anſwer, This is a mere erratum in Widmanſtad's edi- 


e year of 
1 to the 
Ks, pub- 
21. 31% 


1 afl; 68 

n on, and ſhould be written u, cuſtonde, which is 
417 Matthew's Greek word in a Syriac dreſs *. This an- 
ke i. Ju es given by Simon in his - hiſt. crit. des Verſ. 


164. but Ridley has actually found in his two manu- 


his quo- FO 

ed abe Mts L. weg, which is St. Matthew's Greek word xug - 
different 1 expreſſed letter for letter. See his diſſertation de 
pen N. T. p. 21: 5 


Tor. U. C | 2. In 


J., ſimo, a treaſure, which is derived from the mode 


and is written in Arabic cl. 


other places calls the Greeks LY; or Romans, a m 


5% WE territory about that city acquired the title 


was given to the Syrians“, and afterwards to the He 
thens in general. Hence the Syriac tranſlator uſes t| 


prayer, for thine is the kingdom, and the power, al 
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2. In the Syriac New Teſtament are uſed Greek was 
which were unknown to the ancient Greeks, for wy 


Greek word ecnpoy, filver*. 
Anſwer. This is not a Greek but an Oriental ward 


3. The Syriac tranſtator, Rom. i. 16. and in 


which was never given them before the time of Conſt 
tine the Great, when Byzantium became Roma not 


Romania. | | 

Anfwer. This objection reſults from the grofleſt | 
norance. The Greeks are always called a. in the $ 
riac Teſtament *, an inſtance of which is Rom. i.! 
and the Romans |azoou. The name in queſtion, 


word when Ang is to be rendered Heathens. The or 
inference which can be drawn from the application 
this title is, that the Syriac verſion was made in a count 
where Aramæans, not Greeks, could be confidered 
oppoſition to Jews, that it was made therefore not ( 
this ſide of the Euphrates, where many Greeks reſide 
but in Meſopotamia, and probably in Edeſſa, the Eaft 
metropolis of the Chriſtian countries. „ 
4. The Syriac verſion has the concluſion of the Lon 
the glory for ever.” Now, as theſe words were not in 
Matthew / Before the time of Chryſoſtom, the tranſlati 
in which they are found muſt have been made in a la 
period. This doubt is raiſed by Mill“, Prol. 12 56,123 
Anſwer. It is not abſolutely certain that the cond 
ſion of the Lord's prayer is ſpurious. | 

But admitting it to be 1 the Syriac veſl 
may be ancient, though, che addition be modern, 1 hy 


— 


z Du Freſne Gloſſarium mediæ et inſimæ Græcitatis, p. 13% !# 
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n met with the fate of other books, and ſuffered from 
the interpolation of tranſcribers. This obſervation was 
made by my father in his treatiſe de var. le&. N. T. 5 70. 
1.77. and confirmed by ſeveral arguments. 

. Wetſtein, in his proleg. p. 109. brings this further 
harge againft the Syriac verſion, that Acts xxi. 7. the 
ity Ptolemais is called Acco, a name which it bears 
Judges 1. 31. and concludes that this verſion is modern, 


-HAP.y 


eek wo i 
T 1nſtan 
le mode 


tal ward 


in 


5, A m being of opinion that-Ptolemais reſumed not the name 
F Conta Acco till after the conqueſts of the Saracens. 

hip Y aufer. This inference appears to me to be à para- 
e title 


6x, for Wetſtein denies not that the city in queſtion 
ms called Acco a thouſand years before the time of 


rolle Chnſt, and the Oriental names of cities were ever re- 
in the ned by the inhabitants, though Greek names are given 
0. 1. dem by the Greek writers. Thoſe who have learnt Ori- 
ion, 


al geography from the Arabic authors, muſt be ſatiſ- 
ſed of the truth of this aſſertion; and thoſe who are un- 
quainted with Arabic, may refer to Ammianus Mar- 
linus, Lib. XIV. hiſt. not far from the beginning of 
te book, where it is expreſſly ſaid that the Greek and 
Latin proper names were never current in the Eaſt. In 
e Coptic verſion even Alexandria is called not by the 
eek name, but is conſtantly tiled Racoti. See Jab- 
ſki Pantheon Ægypt. Lib. II. cap. v. p. 232. But 
ve ſuppoſe, with Wetſtein, that the ancient Oriental 
ume of Acco had been loſt before the time of the Sara- 
ſens, and the city known only by the name of Ptolemais, 
Its original title would have been hardly recovered by a 
tubarous, and unlettered nation. 5 | | 
b. Wetſtein in the ſame paragraph charges the Syriac 
erfon with ſeveral falſe tranſlations, which he quotes as 
es of groſs ignorance. e A 
Anſwer. Admitting the charge to be true, it is no 
"gument againſt the antiquity of the verſion, as the an- 
ants were as liable to error as the moderns. 
. Wetſtein further objects that in the Syriac verſion 
* quotations from the Old Teſtament are tranſlated 
dot from the Septuagint, as they ſtand in the New Teſ- 
FOES tament, 
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tles, as well as in a later age, might have uſed the He 


Old Teſtament might with propriety be regulated ac 


the Hebrew language being underſtood by hardly an 


of Ephrem the Syrian, were different from thoſe in ou 
- Syriac verſion. Tee. 


_ antiquity of the Syriac verſion, than the modern divifion 
into chapters againſt the antiquity of the Septuagint 


tament, but from the Hebrew; an alteration whid 
would hardly have been made in the time of th 


| Apoſtles. | | Luſeb 


Anſwer. If this aſſertion were founded in fact,! 
would ſtill prove nothing to the diſparagement of th 
Syriac verſion ; for a tranſlator in the time of the Apo gl 


echo! 


Ala 
ſep, 


conf 


brew Bible, and ſuppoſed that the*quotations from thi 


cording to the original. On the contrary, this argy 
ment proves rather the high antiquity of this verſion 
for if the tranſlator conſulted the Hebrew Bible, he w: 
probably a native Jew, and therefore of the firſt century 


of the later Chriſtians, not excepting the moſt learned oi" 
the Syrian fathers. But the aſſertion of Wetſtein is no! 
agreeable to the truth, ſince the Syriac tranſlator follow 
very frequently the Septuagint, though it may be ob 
ſerved in many places that he was not unacquainted wit 
the Hebrew text. This ſubject appears to me to delerve 
a more accurate inquiry, and though I cannot enter inte 
it at preſent, I will conſider it in future more attentively 

8. According to Wetſtein, Fabricius declared thak 
the quotations from the New Teſtament, in the works 


Anſwer. Fabricius was miſtaken,-as appears from the 
latter part of the prededing ſection. He is juſtly cele- 
brated in the republic of letters, but he had, not ſufhcient 
information of the works of Ephrem, with which we art 
much better acquainted at preſent than in the beginning 
of the century. LT | 

9. Wetſtein objects that in the manuſcripts of the 
Syriac verſion are found the Canons of Euſebius and Is 
letter to Carpiagus. | | 5 

Anſwer. This is no more an argument againſt the 


Greek 


verſion, and if valid, would equally prove the : 
mA NON l 


%. 
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etament to have been written later than the age of 
Euſebius. | 8 | 

10. The late La Croze alſo, in his Theſ. Epiſt. 
om. II. p. 282. denies the antiquity of our printed Syriac 
uon. He ſuppoſes it to be the work of Xenayas, 


whicl 
of th 


fact, ! 


of th 


: Apol | 2 | 

ne Hes of opinion that the true RIYWD, or ancient Syriac 
om on, is to be ſought among the Syrian Chriſtians in 
ted a0 labar*. In ſupport of this aſſertion, he alleges that 


reg. Abulpharagius, p. 280, 281. cites Luke xii. 24. 
wnſider the Ravens,” in the Syriac as follows, 9 
Ma2 (for thus it ſhould be written, the words being 
dUſguiſed in the printed edition of his letters as to be 
rod of meaning) whereas in- our printed Syriac Teſta- 
ent we read N) PN. I might afk, whence- it 
pears that Abulpharagius quoted the old verſion, and 


s argu 
erſion 

he ws 
*entury 
dly am 
arned 0 
n 15 nol 


lo that of Xenayas, which would deſtroy at once the 
be cb le argument. But this is unneceſſary, for Abulpha- 
ted wines, like all the Fathers of the-Church, has ſome- 


hes confounded the words of one Evangeliſt with thoſe 


 Celerve 
another. Our printed Syriac verſion has the ſame 


nter Inte 

entively "Gs DDD INN, Matth. vi. 26. which is parallel to 
red that patſage in St. Luke. As La Croze was one of the 
ie won learned men of this century, it were to be wiſhed 
in ou he had communicated. his other doubts concerning. 


antiquity of the Syriac verſion ; for he tells us, multa 
r idem adſerunt obſervavi. But perhaps they wers 
more conſiderable than that already refuted ; for 
uch his abilities were great, yet he candidly confeſſes 
he had made no great progreſs in. the Syriac. Theſ. 
Croze, Tom. III. p. 33. We fhould otherwiſe have 


from the 
ſtly cele- 
ſufficient 
h we are 


eolnning | | 

- influenced by the bare opinion of ſo learned a man, 
« of ce unſupported by arguments. I muſt not forget n 
; and mon that I could not find the quotation in Abul- 


uus, and therefore imagine there muſt be an error 


rainſt thee number of the page to which La Croze has re- 

Ri! we EN: | | 

ptuagitt Freral perſons, though men of learning, have miſ- | 
ie Greek | ken 7 


Tel n that country we ſhould probably find the copies in a very Cory 


ie, See the latter part of ſect. 5. | ; 
. | 33 
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taken the ancient Peſhito for the more modern verſon 
of Xenayas ; Bengel, in his tractatio de ſinceritate N. I. 
tuenda, was guilty of this error, in anſwer to which I r. 
ferred my readers 1n the firſt edition of this work to the 
Biblioth. Orient. Tom. II. 24. publiſhed by Aſſeman, 
who was acquainted with both verſions, and has pointed 
out their difference: and in the Relat. de libris nor 
Faſcic. III. p. 97, I extracted from Blanchini a part d 
the verſion of Xenayas, with a view of ſhewing how it 
differed from the ancient verſion. But ſince the later 
verſion, formerly in the poſſeſſion of Ridley, which | 
ſhall' deſcribe in a following ſection, has been collated well 
by Wetſtein, and the extracts given among his variou WM Nie 
readings, we need only open our eyes to ſee the di TR 
tinction 5. F | p. 10 
11. To the foregoing doubts which have been raiel 1, 
by others, I will add a difficulty which formerly gar flier 
me no ſmall uneaſineſs. Several proper names, wiici 8: Up 
could not have been unknown in the firſt century, ar the / 
written in a very extraordinary manner, though the . erte 
flator appears in other reſpects to have been a man d. . 
learning. For inſtance, 2 Cor. XI. 32. Aretas is ure 8 
Sep, Aretos. Now was it poſſible that a prod who ſtate 
had ruled in Damaſcus, could have been fo ſoon fog cad 
ten in Syria? and why was the name written according * 
to the Greek, and not according to the Syriac orth0 purity 
graphy ? NY, . We” It h 
Anſwer. It is true that the name of this prince t was 
the Syriac language is 4». But both Syrians and AR. ciph 
bians have adopted ſometimes a two-fold orthograpil the Sy 
- uſing in their own original works the Oriental nan ay ur 
and retaining the Greek terminations in tranſlating HD ba 
the Greek“. See the Orient. Bibl. Vol. VII. p. 
1 58. or the Syriac Grammar, § 631%. 
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r 
Of the author of the Syriac verfion, the place where it tot 
| written, its character, and uſe. 


T cannot with any certainty, or even probability, be 
determined who was the author of the Syriac ver- 
fon ; for though the Syrians aſcribe it ſometimes to the 
Evangeliſt St. Mark, at other times to Thaddzus, or as 
they call him Adæus, or his ſucceſſor Achæus, yet their 
accounts are confirmed by no authorities, and Achæus, as 
well as his predeceſſor Adæus, died before the firſt publi- 
cation of the Greek Teſtament, as was ſhewn in the ſixth 
E{etion. See Simon Hiſt. Crit. des verſ. du N. T. 
p. 160. and Aſſemani Bibl. Orient, Tom. III. p. 212. 
If I am not miſtaken, certain traces of an ancient ſuper- 
ſition, with regard to the holineſs of celibacy, are ob- 
ſervable in this verſion, which cannot be attributed to 
the Apoſtles, namely 1 Cor. vii. 2. 6, 7. for the ſecond 
verſe, let every man have his own wife, is rendered, 
let every man keep his own wife *,” as if St. Paul in- 
tended not to recommend an entrance into the marriage 
Nate, but only a continuance in it to thoſe who were 
Walrcady married; v. 6. A cvyyvuun, is rendered, as 
weak, and v. 7. is added the expreſſion e, in 
purity 3. = TT 8 8 
| It has been the common opinion in Europe, though 
It was never ſuppoſed in Afia *, that Antioch, where the 
uciples were firft called Chriſtians, is the place where 
Ihe Syriac verſion was made. But this opinion is not 
ply unfounded on hiftorical evidence, but is highly im- 
probable in itſelf, and proceeds from an ignorance of that 
country; for Greek being the current language in all the 
(ities to the weſt of the Euphrates, and eDecially at An- 
och, no motive could have exiſted for making a tranſla- 
don of the Greek Teſtament in that city. Though no 
dition were {till extant that the Syriac verſion was ” 
Mitten at Edefſa, it would naturally occur as the moſt . 
| | 94 15 - probable 
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the Syriac tranſlator has rendered the Greek phraſes, 
and in the third and fixth ſection of the Curæ other ex- 


(Il, 


rell. 


518 . - 
** amples are quoted. It is true that the Syriac verſion, 
deh like all human productions, is not deſtitute of faults, 
- no and, what is not to be regarded as a blemiſh, differs 


frequently from the modern modes of explanation : but 
] know of none that is ſo free from error, and none that 
| conſult with ſo much confidence, in caſes of difficulty 
and doubt. I have never met with a ſingle inſtance 
where the Greek is ſo interpreted, as to betray a weak- 


ma 
lu nels and ignorance in the tranſlator z and though in 
Sr many other tranſlations the original is rendered in fo ex- 
10h 8 traordinary a manner as almoſt to excite a ſmile, the Sy- 
nſlat nac verſion muſt be ever read with profound veneration. 
le that Several explanations that were neceſſary for a Greek 


reader are omitted in the Syriac verſion, as being uſeleſs 
to a native Syrian : for inſtance, thoſe of Eh, Eli, lama 
fabacthan *, Matth. XXvii. 46. Ephphatha, Mark vii. 


x. . a f . 
nil 34. Siloam, John ix. 7. Tabitha, Acts ix. 36. Talitha 
1 Heb. kumi, Mark v. 41. Corban, Mark vii. 11. and Meſſias, 


John iv. 25. However, it is uncertain whether this 


» Greet MWomifſion is to be attributed to the ancient tranſlator, or 
Luthe eo ſubſequent tranſcribers. See the Curæ, p. 60. The 
n of tefatinity of the Syriac to the dialect of Paleſtine is ſo 
al ret, as to juſtify in ſome reſpects the aſſertion, that the 
not e riac tranſlator has recorded the actions and ſpeeches 


of Chriſt in the very language in which he ſpake. The 
n woch alect of Jeruſalem was Eaſt-Aramzan, or, as we call 
writing” Chaldee, and according to this giale& are written the 
Aramzan words that are found in the Greek Teſta- 
ch ache ment, for inſtance Acts i. 19. 1 Cor. xvi. 22. The Sy- 


n, bat ac New Teſtament is written in the ſame language, but 
all; na different dialect. In Galilee, though Weſt-Aramæan 
antique ſpoken, that is the dialect of Syria on this fide the 
readevfEuphrates, and of Meſopotamia, yet it was extremely 
Heb. M errupted, as may be gathered. from the writings of the 
compeebi © The Syriac New Teſtament was certainly not 
\poſt. g 1 written 
ri why See Wetſtein's Note to Matth. xxvi. 73. and Norberg de religione 


lingua Sabæorum, publiſhed in the third volume of the Commen. 
banies of the Academy of Sciences in Gottingen. 


— 
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written in this corrupt dialect, but in the pureſt Meg. 
potamian: and it is probable that Chriſt, though ey. 
cated at Nazareth, uſed not the dialect of that country 
but that of Judza, which was ſpoken by Joſeph a 
Mary: at leaſt rand vue, and other Aramæan expre 
fions, are not Galilæan but pure Chaldee. The differ 
ence between the dialect which was ſpoken by Chr 
and that of the Syriac tranflator, conſiſted almoſt wholly 
in the mode of pronouncing, and if a proper uſe had 
been made of this advantage, the Syriac verſion would 
be the moſt valuable commentary on the New Teſts 
ment. Many obſcure paſſages would be made clear, if 
the words were ſtill on record which Jeſus ſpake wih 
his diſciples in the Aramæan language, whether the dis 
lect be called Syriac or Chaldee. But the tranſlator ap- 
pears not to have been fortutate in rendering paſſigs 
of this nature, of which I will produce a ſingle inſtancy 
Matth. xxviii. 1. Ty eriÞuoxery cg El oubCarur, I thi 
had been tranſlated [aan , z, every Syrian would 
have immediately underſtood it, and it would have m 


e ̃ . pat. .} 


8 rarally led to the explanation that I have given of itn 
1 the fifth ſection of the fourth chapter. But it is tran 
6 lated la = , where he has preſerved only one 
i half of the Aramæan idiom: and I have frequently ob- 
. ſerved that, where it is almoſt unavoidable to render: 
t Syriaſm of the original by the ſame turn of phraſe i 
I the verſion,” the tranſlator has retained it, but where f | 
2 Was lefs obvious, he was not fo fortunate as to make which 
l the diſcovery. This circumſtance alone affords ſufficient ther \ 
l evidence, that the Syriac verſion was not written by 0: gconth 
| of Chriſt's immediate diſciples. 1 8 the f 
6 Me diſcover ſometimes in the Syriac: verſion, a Pa the e 
nomaſia, which was a favourite figure of the Oriental verſio 
writers: for inſtance Acts ii. 30. where ric orÞve « 
is tranſlated re:, in reference to the following 1% «Th 
though the ſame Greek word, in other places, 5 fe de Pr. 
deted by IEF See alſo 1 Cor. ix. 13. Sen my 
| (8 ae ve e mo 


= The made adopted by the Syriac tranſlator, we hy 
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vn. 

b. dect to the quotations from the Old Teſtament, de- 
c erres a more accurate inquiry than I have had leifure 
itry, o make. But J have. obſerved, 1. that he diſcovers 
and ometimes an acquaintance with the Hebrew text: 2. 
= hat the quotations, except in the epiſtle to the He- 
ffer 


rrews, correſpond not to the text of the Syriac Old 
eſtament in ſuch a manner, as to juſtify the ſuppo- 
tion that they were taken from it. wo 
In the Curz, in Act. Apoſt. S vi. p. 73, 74. I have 
aken notice of certain traces in the Syriac verſion, 
which lead to the ſuppoſition of its having been made 
by a native Jew. Ta the reaſons alleged in that trea- 
tiſe, which I ſubmit to the determination of my readers, 
[ will add, that the Syriac tranſlator appears to have 
deen ſo well acquainted with Paleſtine, that he muſt 
at leaſt have viſited that country, for he has frequently 
reſtored geographical names in the Greek Teſtament 
to their true Oriental orthography. Capernaum is writ- 
en in the Syriac Teſtament e, that is, the 
village of Nahum ; Bethania, is written EA An? ; 


* Bethphage is written le los which perfectly corre- 
y one WW ponds to its ſituation, for S, in Arabic, ſignifies * a 
ly ob alley between two oppoſite mountains,” an etymology 
der 3 WW vhich alone removes a contradiction which was ſup- 
aſe 1 WWpoſed to exiſt between the New Teſtament and the 
here it Talmud; and Betheſda, John v. 2. is written ==, 
make g rhich is probably conformable to the derivation, whe- 
ficient f ther we tranſlate it place of favayr*,” or place of the 


conflux of waters.“ The Syriac verſion therefore is 
the ſureſt, and indeed the only guide, in diſcoverirg 


Krhions are too modern, and in other tranſlations it was 
8 5 impoſſible 
4 The Talmudiſts deſcribe Bethphage As being cloſe to Jeruſalem, 
the Evangeliſts as being fifteen ſtadia diſtant from it. This is no con- 
tadiction, becauſe Bethphage ſignifies the valley between Jerufalem and 
e mount . ; 
: From TN, 1 favour.” l Fas 2 ; 5 
From WS, to flow together *. 


the etymology of geographical: names, for the Arabic 


ite mount of Olives, as well as the town which lay on the other fide of 
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impoſſible to preſerve the orthography of the Eaſt. qu 
this praiſe of the Syriac verſion I will not carry ſo f 
as to ſuppoſe that the tranſlator was never miſtaken, ny 
contend that his explanation of the garden and houb 
Gethſemane (TeIonpa or DPeFonpares), Matth. xxyi, 
36. viz. O, Is to be preferred to another etyny. 
logy, ſince an inhabitant of Edeſſa might be well x. 
quainted with Judza in general, without knowing the 
origin of the name of a ſummer-houſe in the neighbour. 
hood of - Jeruſalem. Agreeably to the practice of th 
Syrians in tranflating from Greek authors, he has ſome. 
times retained the Greek orthography, and for Nau, lu 
uſed Ch though it was written in Hebrew DV) % 
the Syriac Grammar, § 63. He has often followed the 
ſame rule with reſpect to the names of perſons, of which 
ahn, 2 Cor. 11. 32. is an inſtance; and his etymology 
of Barabbas, Matth. xxvii. 16. ol 2, is different from 
the Hebrew, as Jerom relates in his remark on thi 
paſſage, that he is called in the Hebrew Goſpel, flu 
magiſtri eorum, which would be DI) N: but if the 
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Syriac tranſlator was miſtaken, it was no diſhonour to Vi 
be ignorant in regard to the name of a malefactor. EX 
Simon, in his Hiſt. Crit. des Verſ. ch. xv. has treateddf con 
the uſe of the Syriac verfion, and has taken from it ſome 511 
uſeful extracts. John Fr. Bernd has written a treaulk, » 
entitled Schediaſma de primariis verſionis Syriacæ vit Ry 
tutibus, Halæ 1732, but the author was at that tine WM 
not poſſeſſed of the Oriental literature, which he h 11 
diſplayed in ſome later writings : Gutbier, in his preface WM X 
to his 'Syriac Teſtament, has alſo made remarks on ths " | 
ſubje&, but they are made for the moſt part without «90h 
judgement. 96 WT | : bo 
Beſide. the critical uſe of the Syriac verſion, which WM 18 
will be examined in the following ſection, it leads We * 
ſometimes to juſt and beautiful explanations, het . : 8 
other help is inſufficient, for inſtance Matth. vl. 7: FS 
John xvi. 2. Rom. ix. 22. xvi. 35. and confirms ſome up 
aneient rites, in which we are deeply intereſted, ſuch 4 teſt 


% 


p See the firſt ſection of the Cura, 


* 
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e celebration of Sunday, 1 Cor. xi. 20. And in diſ- 
ering either the meaning of an unuſual word, or the 
uſual meaning of a common word, where no aſſiſtance 
be had from the Greek authors, the Syriac verſion 
xy be of ſingular ſervice, as the tranſlator was probably 
quainted with the language of common life, as well as 
th the language of books, and is at leaſt of equal au- 
ority with a Greek lexicon of later ages. 

Latin tranſlations have been added to the Syriac ver- 
n, in order to render its uſe more general, but as they 

> very erroneous **, they cannot be conſulted with 
ety, without attending at the ſame time to the Syriac 
XI. - 


F 


„„ 


—— — . — — 
„erer. 
Critical uſe of the Syriac verſion. 


HE chief advantage to be derived from the Syriac 
verſion is, in applying it to the purpoſes of criti- 
Its high antiquity, and frequent deviation from 


common reading, in paſſages of importance, muſt | 
- (one Eo mend the uſe of it to every critic, who in general 
reaniſe find himſelf rewarded for his trouble. Examples 


be ſeen in Mill's Prolegomena, & 1246—12 57, 
[ full more in the ſeventh ſection of the Cure, where 
we conſtantly marked the rarity of the quoted read- 


he has 
xrefac Thoſe readings, which I have ryarked as rare, are 
on this WF kinds; either ſuch as are found only in one, two, 


three manuſcripts, - of which I have given, in the 
enth ſection of the Cure, an alphabetical hiſt, as far 


which reads the Acts of the Apoſtles; or ſuch as have 
ads W bhicherto found in no manuſcript, whether this 
where from their not exiſting in any manuſcript, or from 


egligent examination of them, a misfortune which 


VI. þ L. 

85 54 likewiſe been the fate of the Syriac verſion *. ; 

ſuch % be difference between the Syriac verſion, and the 
det part of the Greek manuſcripts, is no ground for. 


| condemning 
' Þ Cure, ſect. 12. | 
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its great antiquity, that it muſt deviate in many cas 


the ſame edition, and length of time muſt have renden 


cauſe the ancient Greek copy, that was uſed by the 9. 
riac tranſlator, had undoubtedly its faults, the vera 
| itſelf has not deſcended unaltered to the preſent age; 


Greek manuſcript,” from which the Syrian tranſlated, 
Greek manuſcripts that are now extant. This pat 
greſs in the criticiſm of the New Teſtament“. 
our preſent editions are very imperfect, and not d 


de yp Nn Wacw TMIN Aw, ſince it is poſſible b 


may conjecture that the old Greek manuſcript had | 


critic muſt perform what the editors have negledted,! 
. . abave all things endeavour to render the Syriac & 
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condemning the former. It is natural to ſuppoſe, fog 


from the Greek manuſcripts, the oldeſt of which we 
written above four hundred years later, and are moch 
the produce of countries remote from Syria. They wa 
probably taken neither from the ſame copy, nor fron 


the difference ſtill greater. But on the other hand, 
muſt not ſuppoſe that every reading is genuine, when 
the Syriac verſion differs from the later manuſcripts, he 


and our printed editions are extremely faulty. It is 4 
moſt impoſſible therefore to give general rules on thy 
fubject, as it is often difficult to determine whether th 
difference muſt be aſcribed to an error in the ancien 


A corruption of the Syriac text, of a corruption of ti 
being once determined, we ſhould make a greater pt 

In uſing the Syriac verſion, we muſt never forget 
clude, that every reading of the Syriac printed text 
the reading of the Greek manuſcripts of the firſt cent 
Mark xiii. 37. we find S, but we cannot d 


tainly infer from this expreſſion, that the reading ind 
Greek manuſcript, uſed by the Syriac tranſlator, Ws 


the preſent Syriac word is an erratum for 032 
reading of the Philoxenian verſion. Here though 


above reading, yet as the erratum in the Syriac b 
ealy, we can make no. certain concluſion till it be i 
fied by the authority of ſome Greek manulcript. 


* 


+4 Cura, ſect. 6. k Curz, ſect, 12. 


ortect as poſſible. For this purpoſe, if he has no Sy- 
hac manuſcripts in his poſſeſſion, he may have recourſe 
) the Perſic verſion in the Goſpels, and to the Erpenian 
Arabic verſion, in the Epiſtles and Acts of the Apoſtles, 


wer ; recommended in my father's treatiſe De var. le&. 
from ov. Teſt. caute colligendis, & 66. 72. 77. In the 
denn and fixth ſections of the Cure, I have attempted to 
d, o his example, but till we have more knowledge of 


e old Syriac manuſcripts, we fhall arrive at no cer- 


s, -Winty. In —_ the common editions of the Syriac 
be 5M eftament, thoſe of Gutbier and Schaaf, the various 
eu eadings printed at the end muſt always be examined, 
t a0 WWccaule they ſhew the difference between thoſe and the 


pore ancient editions, a caution which is the more ne- 
effary, as the later editors have had the imprudence to 
terpolate whole paſſages in the Syriac text, namely the 
ancenW@eoinning of John viii. Acts viii. 37. 1 John v. 9. &c. 
The extracts, which critics have hitherto made from 
je Syriac verſion, are very incomplete, although it is uni- 
erlally known, and has been more uſed than any other, 
ater r perhaps than all other ſources of critical aſſiſtance to- 
ether. Mill, cho was unacquainted with Syriac, was 


get bleed to rely on che Latin tranflation, the conſequence 
not 0 which was a very great number of omiffions and miſ- 
| text Wakes, of which the reader will find an account in the 
| cen eench ſection of the Cure : I have never counted them, 


nnot (out the number is between three and fix hundred. 
9 ciftcin has uſed it with more accuracy, yet I have 

or, vw unted in the Goſpel of St. Mark alone three hundred 
(ſible Nd fixty various readings in the Syriac Teſtament, that 
letltein has either omitted, or quoted erroneouſly. © In 

e Acts of the Apoſtles, if the remarks of Mill be uſed 
pt bal r the ſame time with thoſe in the, Cure, (for I have 
Syriac FR extracted a ſecond time what others had done be- 
1 it be e the reader will have a tolerably complete collection 
am that book of the Syriac Teſtament, though it was 

Ipoſhible to avoid making ſome omiſſions, which I 


9 5 2 
yriac eue fince diſcovered. J. W. Reuſch, a clergyman in 


olferſtadt, publiſhed at Leipzig in 1742, Syrus in- 
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terpres cum fonte N. T. Græci collatus, the moſt con. 
q;llete treatiſe on this ſubject: it may be uſed by thoſe, 


knowledge of Syriac, and Wetſtein would have mais 
fewer miſtakes, if he had paid a proper attention to thi 
work. Yet, in collating the Goſpel of St. Mark, I has 


tion has appeared, in which the errors of Mill and Ben: 


' ental verſions. This publication is from Profeſſor Bode 


cenſentur, refutantur, et eliminantur, inſertis earundem 
verſionum veris allegationibus. If the object of thy 


title, were not only to correct the errors of Mill ad 


only two chapters of the Syriac verſion, and which [wi 


we are highly indebted to the learned and induftno 
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who would criticiſe on the New Teſtament, without? 


found in it many omiſſions, and the reader may himſelf 
compare it with the ſixth and ſeventh ſections of the 
above-mentioned Curz. 8 

The preceding obſervations were made in the ſecond 
edition of this Introduction; ſince that time a publics 


gel are more fully diſplayed, and in ſome meaſure cu. 
rected, not only in regard to the Syriac, but other On: 


dated 1767, with the following rather unfriendly tits 
Pteudocritica Millio-Bengeliana, five tractatus criticus 
quo verſionum ſacrarum orientalium, Syriacz, Arabi 
carum, Polyglottæ, Erpenianæ, et Romanæ, Perfc 
rum, Polyglottz et Whelocianæ, Æthiopicæ et Arme 
nice allegationes pro variis N. T. Græci lectionibus 4 
Jo. Millio et Jo. Alb. Bengelio fruſtra factæ plene i. 


work, as might be concluded from the laſt words of et a me 


Bengel, but alſo to deliver complete extracts from thek 
verſions, a very conſiderable part has been neglected, ¶ervatie 
will appear from the examples which I have taken fm 


fabjoin at che end of this ſection. On the other had ver 
it is poſſible that the author's intention was «merely 
amend the faults of his predeceflors *, and it is even pl 


bable, as he has taken no notice of thoſe inſtances vue ,,, , 


Reuſch had quoted correctly. But in this caſe, thou 


profeſſor, yet in our critical reſearches into the van ry; , 
readings of the New Teſtament, his extracts will ben 
fufficient, and we muſt always have recourſe to the n st. 
fion itſelf. nj 
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The following are the above-mentioned omiſſions, 
Aken from the two firſt chapters of St. Mark, being 


-adings of the Syriac that are found neither in Mill, 
engel, nor Wetſtein. 3 
18 Mark i. 6. Hy de Iwawns erd:Jvpevo; | The reading of 


> SYT. verſ. is auTog de o Iawns nv evdedupeves evdupea, Which 
; compounded of the reading in this verſe, and that of 
atth. 11. 4. It is probably falſe, yet worthy of notice. 
241 eoJuoy angie] -N 1 TROn . avrs axpides, from 
atth. iti. 4. Theſe two examples ſhew, that the 
arge, which is laid by Jerom to the Latin verſions, 
tat the text of one Evangeliſt had been altered from 
at of another, is due likewiſe to the Syriac verſion. 


atian's. Syriac work, entitled Diateſſaron, and deſcrib- 
on Aſſemani Bibl. Orient. Tom. III. P. I. p. 12, 13. 
utk, ght have given riſe to theſe alterations. See the latter 


rt of the ſeventh ſection of this chapter. 
Ver, 21. evFews Tois oxbEaow gνν, u eg Y Cuaywyn 
next — The Syr. verſ. not only omits «orA9wv, (as 


ſetſtein has already noticed) in conjunction with the 
Jus 4 dex Ephrem and Cod. Stephani n, but has & 716 
e ae Gu r ο I . . 
nden Ver. 23. © avivpars axaJuery]— The Syr. verſ. ex- 


les © in whom was an impure ſpirit :? this is probably 
ta mere paraphraſe, but the reading of Luke iv. 33. 


manner', Here again 1s an inſtance to which the 
ſervation may be applied, that was made on the two 

examples. This reading is the more remarkable, 
cauſe the old Latin verſions in the Cod. Brixienſis and 


taving qui habebat ſpiritum, &c*. Nh 
Ver. 27. rig n did] — The Syr. and Perſ. verſions 
e x21 rig n d,. 1 | 


. verl. inverts the order of theſe words, namely x 


! ag; an. HEN 


Fo... DE 


wmv, which the tranſlatar has rendered in a ſimi- 


d. Veronenſis, publiſhed by Blanchini, coincide with 


er. 31. nYeipev aur XpaATNTRS TS X os auras]— The 
* 715 Xp05 ν⁰ mY egev aur This inverſion I ſhould 
1 0 not 


I * cha L; on lon I. In St. Luke, Joo N.: 


= 
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$EC 
not have noticed, were it nof found in ſome ancient equ 
Latin verſions, and the Codex Cantabrigienſis, which nuſ⸗ 
has a great affinity to the Syriac verſion ; but the Cod wort 


Cant. has an addition in this place not found in the 
Syriac 5. „ 

Ver. 35. Ende is omitted in the Syr. verſ. (as ob. 
ſerved: by Reuſch): and alſo in the Latin verſion in the 
Cod. Veronenſis . 80 

Ver. 39. EV T&%15 UH} WP HI ur Wai rag gu. 
WY WY 245 GUTFUN, | | 
dis o | — M eig ov. | 
| Ver. 40. Wapurau aun UTE XA YOUUTETWY uro] —inver. 
| ed; YovuTETWY auTOV, XA WAEKKAAGY HUTOV. | 

Ver. 44. r ige] Mill obſerves, that in the Syria 
the plural is uſed, as if the Greek were :egevos : he ſhoull 
alſo have obſerved, that the uſe of the plural cannot bt 
immediately aſcribed to the tranſlator, but to the perſa1 
who added the vowels, for Den, without points, ma 
expreſs the fingular as well as the plural”. Bode hs 
here remarked, that the Syriac tranſlator has explained 
we from Luke xvii. 14. a paſſage which relates to 
totally different ſubject. | 

Ver. 4 LL {met euro | — pets Tov Inouw. : 

Mark ii. 1. „1 Mn or; | — xi ore muon ors. Thy 
reading is remarkable, 1. becauſe the Cod. Vercellenl 
in the Latin expreſſes likewiſe ors, but in the beginning 
of the verſe, X&%L OTE W%A : 2. becauſe ors and or: ple 
ducing a diſagreeable effect ſo near each other, the on 


Jude, 
mode! 
lated 1 
words, 
lator, 

aiding, 

the old 
* etern: 
the ſtyl 
lo exp) 
thoſe w 
perceive 
the Neu 


might be eaſily omitted, or tranſpoſed by the copyifis. des Jame 
Fs Ver. 3. uo rec py |—tv [ETW TETTX EW, which 1s like Buages,: 
wiſe the reading of the Latin verſion in the Cod. Bind Aſſe 
anus“. 5 | bat the 
Ver. 16. 74 00]—d4ars, as in the Latin verſion in reek ap 
Cod. Vercell. Veron. and Brixianus. This reading le of the 
the more remarkable, becauſe Stephanus quotes it rat is wholl 
his Codex g, which is ſuppoſed to be the fame with 5 
Codex Cantabrigienſis. It has not been quoted w se my f 


the Cod. Cant. : but whether we ſuppoſe the Code 
A to be actually the fame with the Cod. Cant., 4 " On the 
nearly related to it, that they might be _— 
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c qual, che agreement of the Syriac verſion with a ma- 
nuſcript, to which it has ſo general an affinity is not un- 


worthy of notice. | 


. 

Of the more modern Syriac verſions. 
MAHE tranſlation of the ſecond epiſtle of St. Peter, 
5% the ſecond and third of St. John, that of St. 
Jude, and the Revelation of St. John, 1s undoubtedly 
modern, and not made by the ſame perſon who tranſ- 
ated into Syriac the reſt of the New Teſtament. Several 
words, that are properly rendered by the ancient tranſ- 
ator, were miſunderſtood by the other; for inſtance 
aig, Jude 6. he renders falſely * inviſible *, whereas 
the old tranſlator, Rom. 1. 20. has rightly tranſlated it 
*eternal®.” I paſs over at preſent the great diverſity in 
the ſtyle of theſe verſions, becauſe it would be difficult 
to explain 1t to thoſe who are ignorant of Syriac, and 
thoſe who are acquainted with the language will eaſily 
perceive it themſelves x. The above-mentioned books of 
the New Teſtament are found in no manuſcripts of the 
wnan Peſhito ; neither Neſtorians nor Jacobites read 
© their churches the Revelation of St. John, and Ebed- 
Jeſu diſtinguiſhed the three epiſtles of James, Peter, and 
John, from the four excepted, by adding the followin 
auſe, © the three epiſtles, that are aſcribed to the Aab 
b. James, Peter, and John, in all manuſcripts and lan- 

ze, and are called catholic.” See Simon, p. 171. 
cAſſemani Bibl. Orient. Tom. III. p. 9, 10. 15. 
hat the tranſlation was made immediately from the 
ek appears, among other marks, from this, that the 
ge of the Greek article is retained: in the Syriac where 
[8 wholly fuperfluous*. The tranſlator of the . 
\ - my father's Note on Bengel's Tract. de ſinceritate N. T. tuenda, 


2 * 


on the other hand, it is probable that ««%o, in Jewiſh-Greek, 


- D 2 


Fd likewiſe © inviſible,” See the Wiſdom of Solomon ii. 23. vii. 26, 
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b | SEC 
of Revelation has preſerved even the termination of the ? 
Greek caſes, writing ch. xv. 7. Vs for Piznzs, and 9 1 
xvi. 2. an for Siam. But he has often betrayel Me. 
the groſſeſt ignorance, having tranſlated for exampl . 
ch. III. IJ. e MECSPANN MATE, « through the midſt of the 155 
bloody tail 3, inſtead of © through the midſt of heaven! f eſt 
and this ignorance of the tranſlator makes it often difz 8 
cult to determine what was the reading of the Greet of 
manuſcript, from which he took his verſion, a circum 77 
ſtance the more diſtreſſing in the Revelation, becauſ 6 4 
the Syriac differs conſiderably in this book from ou "Dy 
common text, and very few Greek manuſcripts of the l 
Revelation are now extant. For inſtance Rev. ii. i; th 
the common reading is Awiras, but the Syriac expreſſs ume 
GVTEIT OS . : | 55 ˖ 

It is difficult to determine who was the author of thi hg c 
verſion, and we ſhall probably come to no deciſion, til L = 
we have an edition of the whole Philoxenian verſion. l g; 
the manuſcript, from which Lud. de Dieu publiſhes books 
the Syriac Revelation, was the following ſubſcription tis C 
{-03201 [34] a aud od! N on. In the laſt wordy 45 
an evident erratum of Riſh for Dolath, which very fre wry 
quently occurs in Syriac : the word ought to be writiea RE 

ben, and the meaning of the ſubſcription is, pff _ 
for him, who wrote this, Caſpar from the land of the * 
Indians.“ But he was only the tranſcriber who wr. 1 
this particular copy, not the author of the verſion. 3 
Croze®, who firſt diſcovered the above erratum *, la 1 
that a Syriac liturgy, likewiſe copied by one Cafpar d 4 
India, is preſerved in a library at Halle, I ſuppoſe in th 2K 
of the Orphan Houſe *, which was probably broui p: Ale; 
from Tranquebar. | „ 
It appears then that the MS. of the Revelation, wh e 
belonged to Scaliger, and which de Dieu printed, GY FR K 
brought from the peninſula of India, on this ſide U; Gag 
Ganges. With reſpe& to the author of the _ 8 2 
Aſſeman, Tom. III. P. II. p. 237. of his Bibl. Or. ur Mor; 
poſes him to have been Maraba (r), of 1 Fs 
x Hiſtoire du Chriſtianiſme des Indes, Liv. III. P. 23e. f = 
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gives a deſcription, Tom. II. p. 411. and Tom. III. 
P. I. p. 75—$1. This Maraba, which is the fame as 
Mr. Abba, was Ivlatrejan, or Primate of the Eaſt, be- 
tween the years 535 and $552, and tranſlated the Old 
Teſtament from the Greek, though a tranſlation had 
been already made. That he was the author of the Sy- 
rac verſion of the Revelation is in itſelf not improbable, 
for he was by birth a Perſian, educated in the religion 
of Zoroaſter, without any inſtruction either in Greek or 
Syriac ; but, after he was converted to Chriſtianity, he 
learnt Syriac at Niſibis, and Greek at Edeſſa, from a 
Jacobite Chriſtian of the name of Thomas, whom he 
afterwards accompanied to Alexandria, and there applied 
himſelf to making tranſlations. A man of this de- 
ſeription might eafily have committed the miſtakes that 
are found in the Syriac Revelation, and therefore the 


opinion of Aſſeman is not abſolutely to be rejected“. 

"tel Ridley, on the other hand, is of opinion that thoſe 
15 books of the New Teſtament, which are the ſubject of 
; A this ſection, are a real part of the Philoxemian verſion ?, 


and it cannot be denied that there is a ſtriking unifor- 
mity in the mode of tranflating. In ſupport of his opi- 
mon he appeals, 1. to the character of the verſion itſelf; 
2, to the ſubſcription of a copy of the Syriac Revelation 
preſerved at Florence, in which the tranſcriber ſays that 
he took this copy in 1582 at Rome, from an ancient 
manuſcript, which Thomas of Heraclea had written with 
his own hand ?. It is true that we cannot always de- 
dend on ſuch ſubſcriptions, and Dur doubts are aug- 


Ridley himſelf allows, is rendered in the Philoxenian ver- 
lion by Lc, © eternal,” whereas, Jude 6. it is tranſlated 
bi, © unknown,” or © inviſible.” Admitting the tran- 
lation to be juſtifiable, yet the ſenſe given to adios, Rom. 
120, would have been full as ſuitable in the other paſ- 
age, and the difference ſeems to imply a different tran- 
lator; but I will not be poſitive, fince it is poſſible chat 


De yerſ. Syr. p. 39, 40. 
? This will be deſcribed in the following ſection. 


doe, 


O. 


þ 
| 
q 
; 
7 
| A 
[ 4 


mented by the circumſtance that aids, Rom. i. 20. as 


a tran; / 
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a tranſlator may without any reaſon vary in his exply, 
nation of a word. With reſpect to the extraordinay 
tranſlation of ev METSPAVNLicTl, Rev. viii. 1 3, Storr ob. 
ſerves that the ſame etymological miſtakes are found in 
the Philoxenian verſion, for inſtance Matth. xxii, 2; 


wag}, © a diſh,” is rendered Ir Ile, as if it were de. Io 
: rived from ode, viſus, and the ſame proveampar, i "i 
other parts of the Revelation is more properly tranſlated, "AY 
namely ch. xiv. 6. by L, through the heave, x 
and ch. xix. 17. by ks e, in the midſt of th 1 
heaven.“ In the 494. ſection of his Obſervationes ſupe te 
verſionibus N, T. Syriacis, he ſubſcribes therefore, as far 3 
zs regards the Revelation, to the opinion of Ridley; and ** 
there is ſo great a ſimilarity between that book and the the! 
Philoxenian verſion *, that I can ſee no objectiond. With fave” 
reſpect to the four catholic epiſtles, Storr is of a different 155 
' opinion, $ 48. The mode of tranſlation in theſe epi- 10 ai 
tles appears to him to be totally different from that i Tr 
the Philoxenian verſion ; for inſtance tue is rendered twin 
in the latter - with too great attention to etymology ij r 
1 Cos, beauty of fear, whereas 2 Pet. 1. 6. it "WM 
tranſlated more properly [a> the fear of God. ek 
He quotes ſeveral other examples of this kind, and con: his R 
cludes that our printed Syriac verſion of theſe epilils 8 
never made a part of the Philoxenian; but he refer v nan 
the latter certain fragments quoted by Pococke fron BW. 1 
Dionyſius. wo ; 7 — 5: 
We ſhall never be able to decide this queſtion wil yt; 
certainty, till we have an edition of the whole Philo <q 
nian verſion * : at preſent we muſt be contented to of Fa 
c £4 5 | | | 1 0 chapt 
2 An argument againſt this opinion might be drawn from Ridley! on, if 
own words, p. 25. where, ſpeaking of Ephraem, he ſays, in Apocalyph With 1 
fi dialetum in vocabulorum forma excipias, mire concinit cum KW error 
ſione Heracleenſi Ephraemo duobis feculis recentiori. Now the verſion conch 
with which the quotations of Ephraem, who lived in the fourth centwh 0 
ſo remarkably coincide, cannot poſſibly be the Philoxenian or Hen. a 
cleenfian. But this coincidence has been ſupported by no example: | 

conclude therefore that Ridley's obſervation is grounded on an ere ? At) 

and that he miſtook the quotations of Jacob of Edeſſa. which he tou nem. 


in the works of Ephraem, for thoſe of Ephraem himſelf, 
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on the accounts of others, and ſhould therefore dehver 
our opinions with modeſty and caution. But before I 
conclude this ſection, the reader will permit me to 
venture a conjecture with reſpect to the book of Re- 
velation. | 

It is the opinion of Storr, (and I can ſee no ground 
for rejecting it) that there exiſted another verſion of the 


4 was probably made in a very early age; for Ephraem has 
: quoted theſe epiſtles (as Hafſencamp has ſhewn in his 
: 


Remarks), though they never had a place in the Pe- 


* ſhito. It is difficult to conceive that Ephraem, who 

ir wrote in Syriac, though a part of his works remain only 

n in the Greek tranſlation, would have quoted boaks of 
: 


fays*,” if thoſe books made a part of no Syriac verſion **. 
They muſt have exifted then in Syriac ſo early as the 


four catholic epiſtles, beſide the Philoxenian “, and it | 


the New Teſtament with this clauſe, * for the Scripture 


pl fourth century. 

tn It may be aſked if there was not alſo a more ancient 
ered tranſlation of the Revelation of St. John, than the Phi- 
[of loxeman **, It appears even that Ephraem has quoted it 
11 more than once in his ſermons, which he compoſed in 
J 


verſe (-U), as Haſſencamp has likewiſe ſhewn in 
his Remarks. Another circumſtance which corrobo- 
rates the opinion, that there exiſted two or even more 


peregarmua is tranſlated properly in the latter half of the 
book, in the former half improperly. This is a fault, 
which could hardly have been committed by the fame 
tranflator in one and the ſame book; for in tranſlatin 

[the fourteenth he could not have forgotten the eighth 
chapter, and would either have tranſlated it as before, 
dal d, if in the mean time he was become better acquainted 


e ich the Greek expreſſion, he would have corrected his 


um ve error in the eighth chapter. It is reaſonable therefore ta 


verſion | | | R 
8 | conclude that there were two or more tranſlations, and 
r Hen t one was interpolated from the other; and, if I am 
mple: | 0 557 _ 1 | | not 


em. He there quotes from the third epiſtle of St. John. 


D 4 


Aye yay yen On. Tom. I. p. 76. of the Greek edition of Eph. 


tranſlations of this book, is that the above-mentioned _ 
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not miſtaken, the proper tranſlation of prepara m "Ry 
be referred to the more ancient verſion, and the {xk Ml 
one to that of Philoxenus. | 4 

Jacob of Edeffa*, who was Biſhop of that city frn as 
677 to 708, and wrote remarks on the book of Genelz 
which are publiſhed as a kind of catena with that 
of Ephraem, quotes in his obſervations on Gen. xxxix 
17. the following paſſage from Rev. xvii. 3—6.' | 
coincides in many reſpects with our printed edition, bu 
in others it differs ſo very widely, even in matters which 
are eſſential to the Philoxenian verſion, that the Syrun 
father ſeems to have taken his quotation from a differen 
verſion. The two following columns will preſent the 


ius is 


wit 
reader with a diſtinct view of this paſſage, as it ſtands i the qu 
the quotation of Jacob, and in that of our printed text, e Here 
which was firſt publiſhed by Lud. de Dieu. * c 
7; N . | 5 
Quotation of Jacob. Edition of de Dieu. . 
las 2 1220 NA A 3 = A ff} . ke in thi 
[Las N Zoom [2423 loo | "Io loves I Z-. 
Aſſemani Biblioth. Orient. Tom, I. p. 426. Tom. II. p. 335 4 Fu | 
In the laſt of theſe places the life of Jacob is related more at large, al 1 1 
a miſtake corrected with reſpect to the date, which had been made i It ſe 
the firſt volume. See alſo Tom. III. P. II. p. 229. | —_ 
t See the Roman edition of Ephraem's Syriac Works, Vol. I. p. 15. ; Here 
n is here added paraphraſtically, at leaſt it is not warranted h ka tot 
the Greek. It may be likewiſe obſerved, as an inſtance of Philoxenin nag a 
preciſion, that in the edition of de Dieu Lomad is prefixed to ,. here it m 
d This is a literal tranſlation, and ſuch as might be expected fron ſetltein, 
the Philoxenian verſion. In the quotation of Jacob, the tranilation i re, amor 
more free, a word being uſed expreſſive of riding, which is better 5- pe, there 
riac, in the ſame manner as John xii, 15. in the Peſhito s. yoke 
© | 1.8 {cas ſignifies literally * beaſt of a tooth,” that is, © wild bell! This p 
This forced expreſſion betrays a tranſlator who is reſolved to loſe n0 v with. 
emphaſis, and White obſerves in his Note to Mark i. x5. that it is con- ph word 
ſtantly uſed for Ingior in the Philoxenian verſion. The quotation d A oe | 
Jacob has ſimply CN. as in the Peſhito, 1 Cor. Xv. 32. * * 
4 Here the maſculine is uſed, though contrary to the rules of ti racy * 
Syriac grammar, for which no other reaſon can be aſſigned than that | lere 1 


x, — 7 


| 


o loom |n—nx! 
n 3 
bon Olo 4 40> [Waco 
Jlazu}, foo er ole fas | 
ola! [Lolo 
IN; <0 ap] So 5 
6-0 C Io] Ao; an 
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ya is uſed in the Greek: but Jacob has the fœminine, as it muſt 
with Za. Ovopc is literally tranſlated by Be, nomen, where- 
the quotation of Jacob has So, * verbum.” 

e Here is a trifling difference, which may be conſidered either as a 
arious reading, or the reſult of a free quotation. 

f That A is here not followed by ſo, as in the quotation of Jacob, 
to be aſcribed to the preciſion of the tranſlator, who was reſolved to 


preſs d as Cloſely as poſſible. This appears to be Philoxenian, 
ut in the quotation of Jacob the language is more fluent, 


OP WE. nn tn: 


3 
0 
. 
„ and 
ade u 


$ 0.) is uſed in order to expreſs avTn; with more emphaſis, but 
„which is uſed in Jacob's quotation, diſcovers a tranſlator who 
is leſs attentive to ſuch emphaſis. | 

lt ſeems that the tranſlator by C: U intended to denote the 


pmpoſition of a xa hg., a nicety to which no attention is paid in 
ſcob's text. 


p. 19% i Here the two texts differ more materially from each other, and ex- 


ited by {a totally different reading. Jacob expreſſes the common reading 
benim ning avr1;, the edition of de Dieu woęrelas arne xai Th; Vn 
OLE dere it may be obſerved that v ns is found in nine MSS. quoted by 
ed from ſetſtein, to which may be added the Wolfenbuttle MS. Since there- 


ation * 


re, among the many varieties, which are obſervable in ſo ſhort a paſ- 
tter dy. 


pe, there is one which makes an alteration in the ſenſe, it is reaſonable 
ſuppoſe that the two texts are different tranſlations, 


a beak? t This phraſe, which fignifies inter oculos 18, is uſed to expreſs g pare 
o loſe ut v with more preciſion, whereas the quotation of Jacob has the more 
it is coll kl word Il. Alſo evrn; is expreſſed i in the former by = but 


tation d tin the latter. 


A is uſed twice to expreſs the Greek article. This is again Phi- 


UM preciſion ; but the quotation of Jeep is free from this uſeleſs 
ey. 


es of tht 

an that 
bo 180 Here the two texts again expreſs a 0 s different readin g. The 
5:4 . edition 
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foam Los: [AA Ponte , | e: [aA knw 
. L ber = bat ox leg 
Nees! woOl!olus! a adié 
This appears to be ſomething more than a free q he 
tation, as it is termed by Storr, ſince in ſo ſhort a | 
the two tranſlations expreſs twice a different reading dM EY 
the Greek text . It appears at the ſame time that 
later literal tranfJator has made the ancient and lek lit 


ral tranſlation the baſis of his own, and retained ma CE 
of its expreſſions. Hence their coincidence 1 in the phi 


: _ lang! 
— ___— 
„„ 3 Sa wie? © x 
Of the Pbilorenian verſion. 


 poſl 

NOW proceed to the New Syriac, or, as it is yd; bu 
the Philoxenian verſion, a name which it de » 
from Philoxenus, otherwiſe called Xenayas, Biſh e. con 
Hierapolis, or Mabug, from the year 488 to 516,0 (cul 
account of whoſe life and writings may be ſeen in Mon! wh 
mani Bibl. Or. Tom. II. p. 10-46. But Philoxen ek n 
was only patron of the work, and not the tranſlatd! ions t 


the taſk being executed by Polycarp, his Rural Biſhop ear te 
in the year 508. 
All that was known of this —_ before the mil 


en of de Dieu has be erogryy a1 T wy 88 119. YM rh 


1 | ; verſi 
is the common reading; but the quotation of Jacob, inſtead of © N ha 
expreſſes wogruiwr, for which Wetſtein quotes the Vulgate and / 2 poli 
The order of the words is likewiſe inverted, and that which bel | ; 


by HA in the one, is expreſſed by ICY in the . ay 
follows that they are diſtinct tranſlations. 


a 
L is the common pleonaſm of the ſuffix ; but this is ol part 
in the verſion publiihed by de Dieu, becauſe it is not in the Greek. 


o The omiſſion of C is again to be aſcribed to the Philoxenin 
cifion, becauſe in the Greek the participle of the preſent tenſe 1 1s! 


3 Afemani Bibliotheca Orientalis, Tom. II. p. $3, 
\ | 8 7 ö 
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the preſent century, was that it exiſted, and the con- 
gures that were formed of it were confuſed and con- 
W..cicory. La Croze and Baumgarten, critics of the 
Wobeft rank, ſuſpected that the common Syriac text, 
Wi publiſhed by Widmanſtad, was not the Peſhito, 
che Philoxenian verſion; and when I ventured in 
« firſt edition of this work to differ from their opinion, 
was not in poſſeſſion of thoſe proofs, which I had at 
e publication of the ſecond and third. Yet even at 
at time accounts had been given of it by Renaudot 
d Aſſeman, in his Bibl. Orientalis, a work to which 
0 little attention had been given. Wetſtein's edition 
the New Teſtament preſented to the public a more 
ccumftantial account of it, Wetſtein having taken a 
urney to England, in order to collate the very excel- 
nt copy of this verſion brought from Amida, and in 
poſſeſſion of Mr. Gloceſter Ridley, miniſter of Pop- 
but as he could uſe it only fourteen days, his ex- 
is were imperfect, and miſtakes were unavoidable. 
2 communicated in his Prolegomena, p. 112,113. a 
nicular deſcription of this verſion, and of Ridley's 
py, which is enriched with various readings taken from 
ek manuſcripts, on both of which he added obſer- 
ons that contain valuable information, though they 
pear to have been written in too much haſte. I made 
of Wetſtein's remarks in the Curæ in Actus Apoſt. 
Tacos, and ventured ſeveral conjectures with reſpect 
certain Latinizing readings, which I ſuppoſed had 
pt into the Peſhito from the margin of the Philoxe- 
verſion, but which a better acquaintance with this 
on has ſhewn to be ungrounded. Mr. Ridley gave 
a polite invitation to viſit him in England, and make 
of his manuſcript in perſon, .expreffing at the ſame 
e a deſire that I would direct the publication of at 
apart of the work, as an ill ſtate of health prevented 
rom undertaking the taſk himſelf. This requeſt, 
„a gave offence to ſome of his countrymen, I was 
* pl to. fulfil, being detained in Germany by acade- 
engagements; but at my requeſt he publiſhed, in 
| Mn A | 1761, 


— 
— 
— 
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1761, a very excellent and important eſſay, entitiel 
ſertatio de Syriacarum Novi Fœderis verſionum ind 


atque uſu: Philoxenianam cum Simplici e duoby Ne. 7 
vetuſtis Codd. MSS. ab Amida tranſmiſſis conferap rel 
Gloceſtrio Ridley. In the 10. and 11. ſections heb, wy 
{cribes the verſion itſelf, in the 1 2. the copies of it hu Feral 
in other libraries in Europe, in the 13. the two ct pm t 
in his own poſſeſſion (for beſide the very remark the 
and well known copy he has likewiſe a _ſecond*), int * 
x 5. corrects the miſtakes that Wetſtein had made, 2 4 
in the 16. thoſe which I had made, and at the con pt 
fion he has given a copper plate, with a fac ſimile. Fn en 
that time this eſſay became the moſt important booky Fon 
the Philoxenian verſion, and more information coullt 27h 
one contribute, who had not an opportunity of examinnii ! 
the verſion itſelf. Storr had the good fortune to m ich 
with this opportunity in his travels, eſpecially at Pali u Pre 
in conſequence of his diſcoveries, he publiſhed in i P 7 
Obſervationes ſuper N. T. verfionibus Syriacis; ati 1 8 
tiſe which contained much valuable information, a mz 
brought us ſeveral degrees forward in our knowledge E by 
the Philoxeman verſion. Theſe writings I have m ; 1 
tioned in the order as they appeared, partly becauſe Me 
were the only ſources of information, when J publili 4 
the three firſt editions of this work, partly becauſe i uf 
furniſh a kind of literary hiſtory of the progrels, vl. f 
we have made in our knowledge of this verſion, a K | 
the miſtakes, which we had committed, for watt in 1 
proper intelligence. But at preſent we are advanc Ps 
leaſt an hundred degrees; we can now ſee with out 
eyes, without truſting to the relations of others, WF. - 
Profeſſor White has printed from Ridley's manulcnp iP» | 
1778 the firſt volume, containing the four Goſpeb — | 
der the following title: Sacrorum evangeliorum 
Syriaca Philoxeniana, ex Codd. MSS. Ridleianis in“ 
coll. Novi Oxonienfis repoſitis, nunc primum editad in- 
interpretatione et annotationibus Joſephi White, # dein 
coll. Wadh. ſocii et linguæ Arabicæ profeſſors * 


diani. Oxonii e typographeo Clarendoniano, 177 5 
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ion 1 have reviewed in the Orient. Bibl. Vol. XVI. 
0. 254. and have given a circumſtantial account of 
. verſion itſelf: I ſhall mention here therefore only 
: reſult of thoſe inquiries, and refer my readers to the 
iew for proofs and examples. Adler found at Rome 
eral other manuſcripts, which differed in ſome places 
\m that of Ridley: of theſe a deſcription may be ſeen 
the Orient. Bibl *. Vol. XVII. No. 266. Vol. XVIII. 


0. 277. | 

The Liſtory of the verſion itſelf, which is ſtill attend- 
W with ſome obſcurity, may be beſt gathered from the 
bſeriptions at the end of the copies. In the preceding 
ion I quoted only the tranſlations which had been 
en of them by Wetſtein, Aſſeman, and Storr, becauſe 
iy one copy had been publiſhed of the Syriac original, 
ich differed in many places from the tranſlations 5. 
preſent I will add, from the Oxford edition, the ſub- 
iption to the four Goſpels in Ridley's manuſcript, to 
ich I will ſubjoin a tranſlation, and notes on 2 A0. 
dings that appear to deſerve attention. The Syriac 
At, which is taken from the ſubſcription to a Ro- 
n manuſcript, in the Bibliotheca Angelica S. Auguſ- 
i de Urbe, printed in Aſſemani Bibl. Orient. Vol. II. 
93. differs in ſome reſpects from Ridley's manu- 
pt. It muſt be likewiſe. remarked, that beſide the 
onng ſubſcription, White has printed three others“, 
en from Roman manuſcripts, and communicated by 
phen Evodius Afemani *. Theſe, for the fake of 
Fit, I will call White's Roman. L. 2. 3. 5 


a lalo 2 Ce (5) Eft autem liber hic qua- 
e NN el Lz: tuor evangeliftarum ſanc- 
Ea torum, qui converſus fuit 


P. 641—650. Ws 
) In Aſſemani Bibl. Or. Tom. II. p. 93. the ſubſcription has at 
deginning the following ſentence, \S ba lol — D 
32 collatus eſt liber hic ad duo accurata exemplaria, , 
me Syriac, not Greek copies, muſt be underſtood, See Ridley, p. 50. 
Fe | | e 
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ele (*) NN L- 
pe b h \aanc . 
— IAI. S S 
12 40 H LS 
e * . 
AR OG [2-200 

Ugg] 


[1-2-9 [ol TO [lag 
la ame (%:: —— N. 
ren e eee cw. 
.I e 
Lago I- ) U Wyo 

| () aulaaagal: 


But as theſe words are found in the ſubſcription of no other 1 he 
Philoxenian verſion ?, they relate to this copy alone, and have nore 
rence to the hiſtory of the Philoxenian verſion in general. 

R (5) This Hebrew word has been found in no other MS. than that 
Ridley. I wiſh that Profeſſor White had publiſhed a fac ſimile fl 
original, that we might be able to examine the exact ſhape of the l 


brew. letters. 


() This reading was likewiſe found by Storr in the Paris MS., 


Aſſeman's Codex Angelicus has Lo- Lz AC, tris exemp 
Græca: alſo White's ſecond and third Roman MS., but his 111 0 


man MS. has = in the text, and lane i in the margin, both writ 


by the ſame hand *. 


(4) Aſſeman, in the firſt volume of his Bib. Or. explains ol 
the name of one of the ſuburbs of Alexandria, but in the co 

| lume as ſignifying the monaſtery of St. Antony v. According 7 

laſt explanation , the Greek MSS. were preſerved in the * 

monaſtery, in which the collation was made. | 
(e) See the Syriac Grammar, § 117. 
(t) Here is added in Aſſeman's MS. L- wS ous of | 

2 Ca, and the very fame 36 es, whi 


TRI CODEN 


ECT 
ex lingua Greck in n 
(Aramæam) cum acan 
tione multa, et geltatiog 
oneris magni, primumgy. 
dem in M abug urbe, am 
octingenteſimo decimo u 
no Alexandri Macedon 0 
in diebus ſancti donin : 
Philoxeni confefloris, ent. 
copi ejus urbis. 


Collatus autem flit py cls a 
tea cum diligentia mula: 
me Thoma paupere cu 
duobus exemplaribus pe: 
cis valde probatis et am- um q 
ratis, in Antonia b 2 
driæ urbis magnæ, n 1 (s) T 


ole et 
anſlate 


naſterio ſancto Anton I 


itly c 
| Rom 
r he tre 
t it is 
man 
It is to 
of th 
the tr 
It a me 
a, in { 
um arc] 
Lamant 
Mm. Ser 
Uefimo 1 
m labc 
uſelf Ba 


H. J N- 4, | 
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2 od (8) Iterum ſcriptus et colla- 
þ [4.20,2 a2 Yaedlo | us eſt in BY dicto _ 
| b noningenteſimo viceſimo 
# ER Keine ejuſdem Alexandri, 
ona] or Indictione quarti. Quan- 

o be 2 bear Wil: [tam autem moleſtiam et 
. Oe (00 Pam, A loa ſollicitudinem in eo et ſo- 


found in Storr's Paris MS., with exception how to the word 
Ae, But Aſſeman and Storr have given a different tranſlation : 
e former renders the paſſage, ubi et ipſum mihi exaravi pro pecca- 
cis anime meæ utilitate, et pro multorum beneficio, qui diligunt 
zruntque utilem exactamque divinarum ſcripturarum. integritatem 
oe et ouſtodire. He confiders therefore M as a verb, but Storr 
anſlates it as a ſubſtantive, by apex ejus, and renders the paſſage 
tippe vel apex ejus facit ad utilitatem anime mez agrotæ, omniumque 
rum qui cupiunt integritatem librorum ſacrorum cognoſcere et con- 
are, But I would rather abide by the explanation of Aſſeman. 


) The word So, iterum, on which the hiſtory of this verſion 
atly depends, is. found not only in Ridley's MS., but in White's 
| Roman, and apparently in the ſecond; alſo in Storr's Paris MS., 
r he tranſlates iterum vero deſcriptus eſt, et collatus eodem loco dicto. 
t it is omitted in Aſſeman's Codex Angelicus, and White's third 
dman MS, 


It is to be obſerved, that in the laſt-mentioned. manuſcript, the latter 
of the ſubſcripticn is totally different, being as follows, according 
the tranſlation of Aſſeman , deinde vero ſummo ſtudio collatus 
it a me paupere et peccatore ad tria exemplaria valde accurata et pro- 
a, in ſanto monaſterio Sancti Domitii, ubi et ipſum exaravi ad 
um archipreſbyteri Davidis pro animæ ipſius et multorum utilitate, 
Lamant et qui cupiunt ſcire confirmationem utilem divinorum libro- 
u. Scriptus autem fuit atque collatus in eMem prædicto loco anno 
lilo ſeptingenteſimo nonageſimo nono (Chriſti 1428). Quantum 
m laboris, &c. The writer then of this particular copy, who calls 
ſelf Barſuma, had the abſurdity to add, in the fifteenth century, to 
words uſed by, the anonymous tranſcriber of the year 616, and 
ich apply to Thomas, namely, deinde vero ſummo ftudio collatus 
ke. the following, in ſancto monaſterio ſancti Domitii, &c. which 
ite to the tranſcriber of the fifteenth. century alone. This us there- 
deſerves no attention in the preſent inquiry. 


Y In eo et ſociis ejus, muſt ſignify either in the four Goſpels, and 
Temaining books of the New Teſtament, or, in this and other 
Fes, which laſt OI ſeems to be the beſt, Taken in this 

ſenſe, 


„ Aiicient Verſions of thi N. 7. ccni, 
n D e cis ejus habuerim, doninu 
o, of Lo WS Warns ſolus novit, qui retib eme 


eee 
| A I * ; Julto & 0 
— cn? r recto, in quo digni efficy: 


mur miſericordia ab o | MilWrob: 


The hiſtory of this verſion then appears to be the il. an 1 
lowing, 1. Polycarp Rural Biſhop of Mabug, at the 
requeſt, and under the patronage of Philoxenus, under. 
took in the year 508, a new tranſlation of the Graf 
Teſtament. Ridley is of opinion, that the great vary 
and corruption of the copies of the Peſhito was ia 
motive, which induced Philoxenus to promote a new om t 
tranſlation : but as we have no ground for this ſuppo- 
fition, it is more natural to conclude, that the chief ins 
ducement was the deſire of having a tranſlation mor 
literal than the Peſhito. Not only motives of pity ]Micertai 
might excite, a wiſh to have a Syriac Teſtament, try: 
more preciſely reſembled the original, but likewiſe th 
religious diſputes, that were at that time very warn 
conducted between the Neſtorians and Monophylic AP as. 
and as Philoxenus zealouſly eſpouſed the latter, he pv tendec 
bably hoped from a new tranſlation, to obtain new 


guments in favour of his party. But whether this c kund 
jecture be grounded it will be eaſier to determine, an a 
the whole of the Philoxenian verſion is printed, fn er, al 
obſerving in what manner thoſe paſſages are tranſlated able, 


that were uſually quoted in the above-mentioned rt if y 
gious diſputes. Some inference might be deduced fn 


1 Tim. iii. 16. if we had ſeveral copies of this vet was 
for in Ridley's manuſcript, as he himſelf obſers 4 who 
word ſeems to be wanting. But ugg, which is en « 
in the margin Acts xx. 28. by no means favours Wan 


principles of the Monophyſites. | | | 
; | > 2. Thom Ae hift 


ſenſe, it is the ſubſcription of a monk, who in the year 616 col 
ſeveral copies of this verſion, which were preſerved in his mond 
and may therefore be conſidered as a token of the edition reviſe, *n | hed 
rected, and publiſhed in 6163, | d 2 
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2. Thomas of Heraclea, from whom this verſion is 
ometimes called the Heraclean, undertook a critical 
orrection of it, for which purpoſe he made a journey 
o Alexandria, in order to compare it with ſome of the 
geſt manuſcripts of the Alexandrine library, and it is 
robable that he was the author of the various readings, 
at are found in the margin of Ridley's, and the Ro- 
an manuſcripts **, 

This Thomas, whoſe life is deſcribed by Aſſeman, 
om. II. p. go—95. was of the ſect of the Monophy- 
tes, a native of Harkel (CL τ. ) in Paleſtine, a place 
hich is hitherto unknown **, and biſhop of Germa- 


| 

. cia, (in Syriac, Marhas, re). Now 1t appears 

New dm the hiſtory of Syria, that there was a biſhop Tho- 
s of Germanicia, who was diſpoſſeſſed of his See in 


8, for eſpouſing the cauſe of the Monophyſites, and 
note ed at Samoſata, in what year is unknown, though it 
eenain that he was alive in 533. He was a contem- 
mary then of Philoxenus **, and it is probable that his 
mey to Alexandria, and his emendations of the Sy- 
Wc verſion, were prior to his epiſcopal appointment. 
a Afſeman is. of opinion that the Thomas, who 


rites 

* tended the Philoxenian verſion, lived in 616, he ſup- 
en ed, without any hiſtorical evidence, that there lived, 
5 CON hundred years later than the Thomas recorded in the 


„bene an annals, another perſon of the ſame name, cha- 
, er, and deſcription *%. This conjecture is very im- 
ſlats able, nor is there any neceſſity for having recourſe = 
ed if we follow that reading of the fabſcription, which 
d U ooted by Wetſtein and Storr. . | 


ver” vas mentioned in the preceding ſection, that Mar 
eres, who came from Perſia, learnt Greek at Edeſſa, from 
1s "on of the name of Thomas, whom he afterwards 
ours M npanied to Alexandria, where he devoted himſelf to 

«tranflations from the Greek*. Greg. Bar Hebræus, 
T hone tuſtory of the Primates of the Eaſt has been extracted 


Meman, makes on this occaſion the following remark : 
| e might ſuppoſe that this was Thomas of Heraclea, 
eb, A ear 616, in which the Heraclean verſion was 
ed at Alexandria, were not an argument againſt 
„ * Aﬀemani Bib. Orient. Tom. II. p. 411. 


or. Il, it. 
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it“. Now if the above-mentioned reading yy K 
genuine, there muſt have been two editions of th 
work, and the difficulty is removed: beſides, all th 
eircumſtances correſpond ſo exactly to each other, xy 
render the whole account extremely probable, for My 
Aba, who was primate in 535, might have learnt Gre 
at Edeſſa from Thomas of Heraclea ſoon after the jex 
508, Thomas might have travelled with him to Ak 
andria, have been appointed biſhop of Germanicia at l 
return, and diſpoſſeſſed in 518. 

3. In the year 616, a new edition was made, al 
copies diſtributed of this verſion. The name of te 
editor is unknown, for he ſpeaks only of the great l. 
bour that he had beſtowed, for which he ſays the Lal 
will reward him, but added not his name, becauſe | 
ſays, it is not unknown to the Lord. Storr ſuppak 
$ 37. that more Greek manuſcripts were collated ini 
edition, but I can ſee no ground for the conjecture 

4. To the foregoing accounts muſt be added, tal 
Dionyſius Barſalibæus *, who was biſhop of Amida nn 
1166 to 1171, reviſed this verſion, and publiſhed a i 
edition, to which Ridley's copy, that is deſcribed 
having been collated with four manuſcripts **, may md 
probably be referred. See Ridley's treatiſe, p. 4-5 
and Aſſeman, Tom. II. p. 94. | 

I will now conſider the nature and character of li 
_ verſion itſelf. As it appeared not in print till after 
three firſt editions of the preſent work, and as I hall 
opportunity of examining a manuſcript, I was obig 
to rely on the accounts that were given by others, 
cially by Storr, who had ſeen the Syriac origin 
here publicly acknowledge my obligations for the 
mation received, which I have ſince found by a 
Ence to be grounded on the truth“, and wil {ubſ 
therefore, in a note b, the obſervations, which I hdg 


44 
j * 


* His life and writings are deſcribed at length in Aſſemani Bb 
Tom. II. p. 156—211, 8 


5 The tranſlation is in the higheſt poſſible degree literal, s f 
from Storr's dillertation, '$ 39—43. The Syriac language l 1 
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wed, on account of the well-choſen examples that are 
gected as proofs, and will cloſe this ſection with an ex- 
act from the ſixteenth volume of the Oriental. Biblio- 
(ck, in which I reviewed at large White's edition of 
is celebrated verſion, where the reader will find ex- 
pples and proofs, the preſent room being too confined 
admit more than the general concluſions. 

The intrinſic worth of the Philoxenian verſion: admits 
) compariſon with that of the Peſhito; the ſtyle is 
uch inferior, and more difficult to be underſtood, the 
ron is leſs accurate, and the tranſlator was leſs ac- 
anted with the Greek; it is neither ſo valuable to a 
ne, for the purpoſes of inſtruction in the Chriſtian 
gion, nor to the learned expoſitor as a mean of ex- 
ning difficult and doubtful paſſages. But the verſion 
pool ot devoid of value, and is of real importance to a 
nts Ic, whoſe object is to ſelect a variety of readings, 
we”, the view of reſtoring the genuine text of the Greek 
d, al: for he may be fully aſſured, that every phraſe 
da (nn expreſſion is a preciſe copy of the Greek text, as it 


S 


TEE 


da gam the: manuſcript from which the verſion was 
| rr Al | 

bel e. But as. it is not prior to the ſixth century, and 
nay mb | £: | the 
AY þ becauſe the ſtatus emphaticus ſupplies its place: (ſee my Chaldee 


amar, C 20. though I confeſs that in many Syriac words the ſtatus - 
et ql aticus has loſt its force): but that not even a tittle of the Greek 


after W t be loſt, the tranſlator has uſed for the Greek article, o a 
| had! | o,, in the ſame manner as iſte and ille are ſometimes introduced 


38 big ret modern Latin. Ale has adopted Greek words, writing for 
ners 15 ce ha in Syriac characters | bs, has attempted to ex- 
a gin the compoſition of Greek words, tranſlating «vo Cries by Zo 
- the 10 „ and ee by UA Cors, has paid a ſtrict attention to 


utives, tranſlating «x dee by 2, X du by ln, N, 
AS, vague by he, has made it a rule to tranflate the 
preek word in all caſes in the ſame manner, has imitated the Greek 
don, writing L on om A Matt. iii. 4. becauſe exw, 
San accuſative, though (| requires a nominative; has retained, 

her it was poſſible, the Greek arrangement, and even the Greek 
WE phy in Oriental words, not excepting: thoſe caſes in which the 
letters were incapable of expreſſing the Oriental ſounds; he has 
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the Peſhito was written either at the end of the firſt, g 
at the beginning of the ſecond century *5, it is of kj 


FE 


En. 
2 


importance to know the readings of the Greek man. lite 
ſcript, that was uſed in the former, than thoſe of the 
original employed in the latter. 5. 
1. The Syriac language, that appears in perfect puny ld 
in the old verſion, is intermixed in the Philoxenian mi ran 
a variety of Greek words, which render it unpleaing deca 
and their diverſity of ſtyle betrays not only a diſtance «che: 
time, but difference of place. The intermixture of WH eon 


words is not merely ſuch as 1s found in the later dee 
writers, efpecially in Bar Hebræus, but the tranſſator y ark 
pears to have been anxiouſly careful to retain the m eith 
and idioms of the original, that are inadmiſſible on t 
other languages, and, as if a certain beauty and ene per. 
lay concealed in the very forms of the Greek words, ret 


expreſſes even the vowels, and the terminations of e {u 
Greek caſes : for inſtance Mark i. 28. he has vj 4. 
S; M, becauſe wigrxweos is there uſed in the ac blery 
 fative; but Mark vi. 55. he has written [23a eres 
old Syriac tranſlator, inſtead of Greek words with ad w 
minations of caſes, has written pure Syriac, uling r inf 
the firſt inſtance 134], in the ſecond |]. Again, MW 21. 
lit. 15. u tx2w. 20uzy is rendered {avans] C res 


but in the old Syriac verſion is 
Bibl. Vol. XVI. p. 124, 125 
2. The author of the Philoxenian verſion, as Sto e Gr: 
ferves, & 47. has evidently made the Peſhito the bak 
his own, and has altered what he ſtppoſed to benotl 
ficiently preciſe. This was remarked in the precuunt 
4 755 with reſpect to the verſion of the Revelat00Firaor, 
St. John. | | : 
3. The verſion is not only literal, but, in the ſtr 
ſenſe of the word, ſervile; and it ſeems to have berg in th 
reſolution of the tranſlator, that not a ſingle tone der 
Greek original ſhould be loſt. Mark xiv. 58. % Bib 
nate is tranſlated in the old verſion intelligibh 
in good Syriac, . , but becauſe d& ui 


the Greek, the author of the Philoxenian veri® v 
%% 44 pro 


(CORP. See One | 
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.ndered the paſſage in the following ridiculous and un- 
eaning manner, ba} ho b . ASE ad, through 
WL literally, through the hand') three days I build an- 
cer. See Orient. Bibl. xvi. 1199-122 7. Mark xiv, 
2 6. 08 TOTE oor as Coy vo TY cuyI owns 18 rendered in the 
1d verſion La πτπ wack C-, and as the other 
ranſlator was obliged to retain this mode of expreſſion, 
decauſe the idiom of the Syriac language admits no 


* ber, he has gone fo far as to mark with an obelus the 
e |conaftic ſuffix -. in , as not being in the 
Fo reck, but has fortunately forgotten to put the ſame 
co Wk over = in , which, as well as the preceding, 


either was nor could be uſed in the original. A ver- 
jon thus ſervilely preciſe, might perhaps have edified a 
perſtitious enthuſiaſt, but could have given no plea- 
re to a rational reader, who ſeeks not the ſhadow, but 
e ſubſtance. vo | We 
Exceptions are ſometimes found to the foregoing 
100 blervation, where the tranſlation is more free, more 
greeable to good ſenſe, and the idiom of the language, 


th Wed where uſual expreſſions of the Peſhito are retained : 
ing r inſtance . 4. , dies natalis, Matth. xiv, 6. Mark 
1 Mat 21. Nor does the tranſlator at all times attempt to 
b preſs the Greek diminutives. See Or. Bibl. xvi. 123, 
c Or + 8 80 . 5 
Oriental proper names are written, according to 
Stande Greek orthography, in ſuch a manner as entirely to 
de ba eliroy their Oriental etymology; for inſtance, when 
e not Tf; in Hebrew app, occurs in the accuſative, we find 
pee the Philoxenian verſion S..: and what is ſtill more 
cal WP Ceordinary, when the ſame proper name occurs twice 
| a paſſage, the Greek orthography is preſerved in one 
be lu 2nce by inſerting one of the matres lectionis wool, 
re bern n the foregoing example, in the other inſtance it is 
tone men according to the true Oriental orthography **. 


8. 3% Bibl. xvi. p. 128132. 162, 163. The tranſ- 
or then has ſtudiouſly neglected an advantage, Which 
10 18 U Jac verſion of the New Teſtament might peculiarly 
vein WP", that of expreſſing properly and intelligibly Ori- 
Wo as proper names. : 

| 343 > + 6 The 
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6. The ſame phraſes, that are properly tranſlated n M"'®* 
the Peſhito, are often falſely rendered in the Phil. v. an 
ſion, for inſtance x«re rern, Mark xiii. 8. is given ht 
the former by booꝛ bo, in various places, buty e 

the latter by e d in all places.” In gene AR" 
Polycarp, notwithſtanding his affection for the Gi 
idiom, was by no means ſo well acquainted with hct 
Greek language as his predeceſſor. . 

J. I have carefully collated the fourteen firſt chan 

of St. Mark, in order to diſcover to what manuſcryh 
this verſion is principally related, and with this wen 
have confined myſelf to thoſe readings, which are foul 
either in a ſingle manuſcript only, or in a very few. Th 
reſult of this collation was as follows. 

The Philoxenian verſion has five readings that at 
found in no manuſcript hitherto examined: name; 
EBAD. 1. 44- V1. F621 1X. £9. Xie. 6g. 

It agrees with the Cod. Cant. in fix unuſual reading, 
namely chap. 1. 5. 21. iv. 9. vii. 13. viii. 17. XI. . 

And in five with the Cod. Winchelſeanus, chap. ü 
41. N. 11. % i 

J found alſo ſeveral ſingle examples of coincidence 
with particular manuſcripts, which may be ſeen in tis 
Or. Bibl. p. 158. It is true that a compariſon of o 

fourteen chapters is not ſufficient to enable us to m 
an adequate judgement, and whoever would take lt 
trouble to examine it with all due attention, migit d 
termine with more certainty the worth and the edi 
of the collated manuſcripts, as well as of the verſion ! 
ſelf. The other books of the New Teſtament ſhould 
likewiſe compared, but if I had leiſure for the tak, 
have no opportunity, as only the four Goſpels hae 
peared in print. ee | A 
The Greek tranſlation of Chaldee and Heben © 
prefſions*, as Eli, Eli, lama ſabacthani, - is tranflated in 
Syriac, which in fact was neceſſary in the PhuloxeNl 
verſion, as the words are ſo disfigured, that no Iſl 
could have underſtood them without an explanation. 

The ſtory of the adultereſs, John vii. 53" 


ſe a 
ntire] 
. 16 


Matth. xxvii. 46. Mark vii. 11. 34. xiv. 36. xv. 34. John. 
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3; tranſlated neither by Polycarp nor Thomas: in ſome 
Wnanuſcripts therefore the paſſage is entirely omitted, 
n others it is found with the addition of a note, figni- 
Hing that it was rendered by a different tranſlator. In 
is manner it is found in Ridley's manuſcript, as tranſ- 
wed in 52 2 by Mari Aba, mentioned in the precedin 

ection, and Storr found it in the Paris MS. Ukewile 
wich the addition of a note, expreſſing that a monk of 
e name of Paul was the tranſlator, but Storr obſerves 
Whit the paragraph, as it ſtands in this manuſcript, dif- 
s from the text of Uſher's manuſcript, from which it 
2s taken for the London Polyglot**. The cloſe of the 
6*, chap. of the epiſtle to the Romans is found like- 
iſe at the end of the 14". chapter, but 1 John v. 7. is 
ntirely omitted. In a paſſage of importance, 1 tim, 
|, 16. where curioſity is excited on account of the Mo 
ophyſite diſputes, and where the greateſt accuracy 
iht therefore be expected, we are left entirely in the 
Wark. Eureesta is generally tranſlated in the Phil. verſion 
! Zopane, but in this paſſage the text of Ridley's firſt 
anuſcript 3 is z wayggh f (Sy Cor: Jig, 
ad, as I underſtand from p. 49 of Ridley's diſſertation, 


N a is added in the margin, on which he obſerves, that 
40 and 65 are commonly expreſſed in this verſion by : ea. 
ſhould ſeem then that the reading of the Greek ma- 


ſcript, from which the Phil. verſion was made, was & 


"ie | 77 were not the probability diminiſhed by the 
echte o following circumſtances, 5 that o is wanting in 
{on ent, and is added in the margin as a various read- 
obe 2. chat le is here ſuperfluous, and alters the 
* ual phraſe, beauty of fear,” into beauty of the fear 


wel God,” Here Ridley remarks, that though cc is 
monly tranſlated in the Peſhito [> Ay, fear 


WP Cod, and in the Phil. verſion © „ of fear,” he 
ted ever met with an inſtance where theſe two expreſ- 
norme joined together. We might conjecture that 
50 ö. e tranflator intended to unite both readings, os and 
ation. . nd to render the paſſage as if the original were 
l.! de Pavrewdn, but here again the conjecture is de- 


E 4 feated, 
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feated, becauſe V ſtands in ſtatu conſtructo. Th 
ſecond manuſcript of Ridley **, having the epiſtles x 
cording to the text of the Peſhito, can afford us no x 


ſiſtance on this occaſion, and the learned are naturdy W. 
curious to know the reading of other manuſcripts of te ilWrcac 
Phil. verſion. A ſingle Olaph added at the end of A at t 
would make a conſiderable alteration 35, er 


Of the Greek manuſcripts, which were collated withthe 
Syriac, and from which Greek various readings were addel 
in the margin, an account will be given in the followny 
chapter, in treating of the Codices Thomæ Heracleem M 
In the Cure in a&us apoſtolorum Syriacos, I trasé 
tured a conjecture, that the Philoxenian verſion might 
in ſome caſes have been interpolated from the mary 
readings, and the Peſhito from the Philoxenian. Ridg 
was of a different opinion, as he found by actual ee 
rience, that his manuſcripts confirmed not the truth i Of t 
my conjectures. I candidly confeſs that both the amy 
ments, and the examples, which I alleged in ſupport i teen 


them, have ſince appeared to me to be doubtful; A ho 
as doubt is the only mean of diſcovering the truth, eri 
tained in the third edition the remarks, which I hu one] 
made on this ſubject in the ſecond. Storr, who has bat! 


amined ſeveral manuſcripts of this verſion, contends th 
my former ſuſpicions are really grounded. He fays, 
the 536. ſection of his differtation, that he found in hit 
text of ſeveral manuſcripts of the Phil. verſion, wii 
others, and even thoſe of Ridley, have in the man 
of which he gives ſeveral examples: ſecondly, ($ 61,624 
that the Peſhito is in ſome inſtances interpolated fun 
the Philoxenian, and ſometimes the latter from the fo 
mer, (§ 56, 57.) The reader may compare therei 
theſe ſections of Storrs differtation with the 16”. fc E 
of that of Ridley. | 3 
According to the teſtimony of Adler, the RomaW@reſen 
manuſcripts of the Philoxenian verſion are not 0 
ferent from that of Ridley, publiſhed by White, bu ade 
appeared to him on examination, more correct: ve TM Vu 
therefore expect, in ſome future period, a more by 


oF 
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U edition. See Orient. Bibl. Vol. XVII. Ne. 266. p. 123. 
1 and Vol. XVIII. p. 277. 

l. It was obſerved in the former part of this ſection, that 
Ml Wetſtein in order to enrich his collection of various 
the readings, made extracts from Ridley's manuſcript, which 
AV at that time had never been printed, and theſe extracts 


were during many years our only ſource of information. 
Now, though we cannot but admire his extraordinary 
diligence, in ſelecting in the ſhort ſpace of fourteen days 
ſo many valuable materials, yet ſince the manuſcript has 
been printed, and we are able to compare 1t with the ex- 
tracts of Wetſtein, we muſt acknowledge not only that 
they are very imperfect, as might be expected from ſo 
ſhort a time, but fometimes actually falſe, the miſtakes 


port en firſt chapters of St. Mark. Every critic therefore 
11; bit o would quote various readings from the Philoxenian 
1, Int erion, muſt have recourſe to the verſion itſelf, and not 
1 woconclude from the filence of Wetſtein in any paſſage, 
has erat no various readings exiſt. If the work ſhould be 
nds ti rer publiſhed complete; I hope that ſome future critic 
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\ the fo 1 * 

the | Of other Syriac verſions. | 

o. ſe L)ESIDE the Peſhito and Philoxenian verſions, it 


is probable that there exiſted others, with which at 
e Fam ent we are unacquainted. Ridley is even of opinion 
at the Peſhito is a compoſition of ſeveral Syriac verſions, 
made in the firſt century, in the ſame manner as the La- 
_ Vulgate. But this is very improbable, and totally 
Dre core | ounded on hiſtorical evidence. Syria had an eſta- 

| F büihed 
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bliſhed church at an earlier period, than any county l 
Europe, for the kings of Edeſſa were converted to Chi 
tianity before the middle of the firſt century, a#1 te 
ceremonies of the church were attended with ſolemn 
and pomp. When a religion is thus publicly introdus 
ed, the firſt care is to procure an authentic verſion of th 
{ſacred writings for the public ſervice, and the fituaim 
of the Syrian church in the firſt centuries, was very diff. 
ent from that of the Latin in the countries, to the north and 
. fouth of the Mediteranean, where no verſion was madeh 
public authority, but a great variety of individuals md 
private tranſlations for themſelves. 
On the other hand we have ſeen above that verſion = 
were made by Mari Abba, and Paul the monk, but wht 5 
books they tranſlated is unknown F. "i 
The Neſtorian Chriſtians who inhabit the mountans 
of Aﬀyria, whoſe language differs in ſome reſpects tron Me th: 
that of the more Weſtern Jacobites, and who pronounce | 
their dialect of Aramæan as we pronounce Chaldee* 
have a peculiar verſion which they call the Karkufit, 
(lee). This name is probably derived from [a5 
which ſignifies the head, and alſo the top of a mountan, 
and Aſſeman tranſlated it © montana.” He ſpeaks indeed 
of this verſion in treating of the Old Teſtament, but — 
there is reaſon to — that it includes alſo the Nen 5 
We have no further account of this verſion, than tha 
the celebrated and learned Gregorius Bar Hebræus, ofs 
he is called Abulpharagius, has often quoted it in I 
commentary on the Bible entitled Horreum myſen: 
orum*. See Aſſemani Bibl. Or. Tom. II. p. 283. | 
wiſh I had an opportunity of conſulting this verhon d 
Acts xx. 28. and 1 Tim. iti. 16. becauſe thoſe are pal 
ſages, that relate immediately to the religious contre 
verſy between the Neſtorians and Entychians*. Th 
readings Ot and Gtoe would be favourable to the EH 
chians, the other to the Neſtgrians. A learned travel 
would merit the thanks of the public who could dilcore 
a copy of this verſion in one of the countries, chat 


„ e. Aſſemani Bibl. Orient. Tom. III. P. II. p. 379. 
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ger on the Tigris, and ſtill contain many literary trea- 
ſures of great importance *. 8 7 

Profeflor Adler found at Rome a valuable Syriac or 
mer Chaldee verſion of the New Teſtament, though it 
is only a Lectionarium. Of this manuſcript, which is 
known in the Vatican by the name of Codex Vaticanus 
xix, he gave me an account, which I printed 1n the 19th. 
volume of the Orient, Bibl. No. 287. and he has him 
{elf given a more circumſtantial deſcription of it in his 
Biblical and critical Journey to Rome, p. 118--127*. 
It is written in characters that differ from the common 
Uphabet, of which I have given a ſpecimen in the cop- 
per plate belonging to the 5th. ſection of theSyriac gram- 
mar under the name of Alphabetum Adlerianum ; and 
I have added another plate with a fac ſimile of the re- 

markable paſſage Matth. xxvii. 17. where the reading 
Wot this manuſcript is Jeſus Barabbas. The ſtatus em- 

phaticus pluralis ends in &', and the Prefix to the third 
eon of the plural is not Nun, as uſual in Syriac, but 
od: its dialect is therefore Eaſt Aramæan or Chaldee. 
he following is a ſpecimen taken from Matth. xxvii. 
23. which is all that Adler communicated. 
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The various readings of this manuſcript are of 
conſequence, but it is not yet known to what dialed i be 
the Aramæan language the verſion is to be referred, IN 
Aſſeman, in the ſhort deſcription which he has given oft, 
ſays it is written in the dialect of Paleſtine, but whether hie 
had hiſtorical grounds for this aſſertion, Adler, to wha 
I propoſed the queſtion, was unable to diſcover, Th 
term dialectus Palæſtinæ is very indeterminate, becub 
the dialect uſed in the northern part of that country aw. 
different from that of Jeruſalem, and I would therme re 
prefer dialectus Judææ, or dialectus Hieroſohymium 
But it is uncertain whether this verſion was made in 
part of Paleſtine, and it is not impoſſible that it is the ſux 
with the above-mentioned Karkufite ?. In ſhort, it wn 
much to be wiſhed that we had better accounts of it, 


rather that we were in poſſeſſion of the verſion itfelf knot 
— i ok 95 
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be Coptic verſion. — 

| E have likewiſe a verſion of the New Teſtam er E. 
in the Coptic language, of which I can r“ 

only from the teſtimony of others. The Coptic was M@rinci 


common language of Egypt before the invaſion of H 
Saracens ; it is a mixture of the old Egyptian and i. 
Greek, but is neither ſpoken nor underſtood by the e E; 
dern Egyptians *. Accounts of it may be ſeen in dH Veſtat 
ent places of the Theſaurus epiſtolicus la Crozanus 
Which the index may be conſulted for the articles Cop lervice 
cus, Agyptus, Wilke, and Wilkins. It has no amone 
to the Hebrew, except in ſingle words which have E ſtrib 


borrowed from the Arabic, as we are informed by U0iomet: 
who are maſters of the language, and as every man" oy o 
can read the Coptic letters W dimnlelf diſcover both hae 

the Coptic grammars, and from the Dictionary 0 Wetſh 


N 3 . . ment } 
Croze publiſhed by Woide at Oxford in 1775 1 
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Thoſe, who have hitherto been able to read and examine 


40 he Coptic verſion, contend that it is ancient, and Wilkins 
IS the preface to his edition of the Coptic New Teſta- 
oft, ent, has ſupported its antiquity by feveral arguments, 
erke which to the editors of the Acta eruditorum for 1717, p. 
on 126, 437, appeared however unſatisfactory. His chief ar- 
Ir ument is drawn from Antonius, who began to lead an aſ- 
care WT tic life about the year 271. It is known that this Egypti- 
un was ignorant of Greek, and yet many have teſtified that 
feln e read the New Teſtament. But to this argument the 
ita uthors of the Acta eruditorum reply, that the only in- 
n un erence to be deduced is, that there was at that time a 
em anſlation of the Bible in Egypt, not that the preſent 
it we optic was the verſion read by Antonius. The objecti- 


n is the more plauſible, becauſe there actually exiſts 
mother verſion of the Bible in the dialect of Upper 
gypt, which ſhall be examined in the following ſection. 
See Theſ. La Croz. Tom. III. 283, and Jablonſki Pan- 
theon Egypt. P. II. Prolegomena, p. 130. The arguments 
alleged by Wetſtein, p. 110. to prove it to be more 
modern, are totally ungrounded, and it is therefore a 
atter of doubt whether the Coptic, or that written in Up- 
ſtama er Egypt, is the verſion that exiſted in the third cen- 


n jg ry“. At all events the Coptic muſt be regarded as a 
was principal verſion, having given birth to feveralothers in the 
of abic language: for ſince the time that Egypt was in- 
and ü aded by the Saracens, who extirpated the old language, 


the be Egyptians have generally annexed to the Coptic New 
in dif eſtament an Arabic tranſlation, which has almoſt ſuper- 
anus, A eded the original. But the Coptic is ſtill uſed in the 


es C errice of the Egyptian church, though underſtood by - 
0 atone of the audience. The readings of the Coptic have 
ave be firiking affinity with thoſe of the Latin verſion, and 
| by th ſometimes with thoſe of the Codex Cantabrigienſis. The 
man ory of the adultereſs is found in ſome copies, and omit- 
ho © in others 5; but xJphn v. 7. is omitted in all. 
ary of etftein has alſo obſerved that the Coptic New Teſta- 


ment has a very great ſimilarity to the quotations of 
Origen, Euſebius, Cyril, and to the Alexandrine ma- 
nuſcripts: 
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nuſcripts : this inquiry I have never made with deſign, 
but J have obſerved in the courſe of my reading its re. 
markable coincidence with the readings of Origen. 
Thomas Marſhall had once thoughts of printing the 
Coptic verſion”, but his deſign proving abortive, the pub. 
lication was reſerved for the celebrated David Wilkins 
a native of Memel in Pruſſia, who after having ſtudi 
the Coptic, made a journey to Amſterdam, with the c- 
ſign of committing the Coptic verſion to the preſs. But 
ſeveral advantageous circumſtances offering themſclzs 
at Oxford, he repaired to that Univerſity, at whoſe er. 
pence he publiſhed the Coptic New Teſtament, which 
was printed at the Theatre in 171670. Beſides a long pre 
face, he added a Latin tranflation of the Coptic ten: 
but Jablonſki and LaCroze have no very favourable op 
nion of his work, and have ranked him among the mer 
pretenders to. e, the former having declared that 
on a curſory peruſal of the Goſpels of St. Matthew and d. 
Mark, and the Acts of the Apoſtles, he found not | 
than 1 50 deviations from the Coptic text, in the Lain 
tranſlation of thoſe books alone. Now this judgement 
is not only ſevere and partial, but even grounded on eros 
for thoſe critics who in later times have paid particular 
attention to the Coptic language, have a much more ti 
vourable opinion of Wilkins. Beſide the unavoidable 
errors of the preſs, there were many errata in the mw 
nuſcripts, from which the edition was printed: among 
theſe were ſeveral grammatical errors, which Jablonſki fas 
ought to have been corrected by Wilkins. But accot 
ing to the rules of found criticiſm, no editor is juſtifies 
on the firſt impreſſion of a manuſcript, in correcting wit 
he ſuppoſes to be faulty: it is his duty to preſent to the 
public a true copy of the original, and not to alter it at- 
cording to his own judgement, which may be frequent 
erroneous. Later critics in this language have likewiſe0- 
ſerved that many expreſſions, which have the appearance 
of being ungrammarical, may in another dialect be rea 
ly admiſſible, and that an editor who publiſhed befor 
the exiſtence of either a good lexicon, or a good gra 


mal, 
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nar, is at leaſt excuſable if he faithfully prints the very 
iſtakes of grammar contained in his manuſcript. It 
annot be denied that Wilkins took great pains to pre- 


ent the world with a faithful copy, and that his endea- 
b. ours were not without ſucceſs. From the firſt editor 
1 f a work perfection is not to be expected, later edi- 
4 ers have an opportunity of collating a great variety of 
Fi manuſcripts, and if Woide had undertaken the taſk, we 


night have juſtly expected a very complete edition of the 
optic verſion “. 5 ä 

Mill, who was not acquainted with Coptic, has given 
vracts from the Coptic verſion among his various read- 
hos, which may ſtill be regarded as authentic, becauſe 
ey were taken from the papers that were left by Mar- 
all'. Bengel has made ſome additions to the extracts 
H Mill which are equally authentic, as the author was 


that ndebted for them to LaCroze. Wilkins in his Prolego- 
8. pena, p. 1140. has taken notice of thoſe readings which 
t |< ppeared to him to be remarkable: theſe have been uſed 
Latin jy Wetſtein, who has in this manner augmented the 
ment WWolleQion of his predeceſſors. Yet impartial critics have 
errot, blerved that the readings collected by Wilkins are not 
icula of them authentic, not to mention thoſe which he 
ref u omitted: for inſtance Luke x111. 8. Baxu xorea AC- 
idable Wording to Wilkins is expreſſed in the Copic dem ara- 
ic m enem ei, a very extraordinary tranſlation fince the 
ions dect relates to a vine; but Wilkins was miſtaken, and 
ki fe Coptic verſion has properly expreſſed the Greek ori- 
ccord- al. This reading Wetſtein has judiciouſly omitted. 
ſified, hn XVill. 1. xe Twv xedpwr OT Tv xedey is, ac- 
g what erding to Wilkins, expreſſed in the Coptic by torrens 


to de antatoris, whereas the Coptic expreſſes exactly vu eden, 
T it l.. e reading of the Codex Cantabrigienſis, which is found 

no other Greek manuſcript. This remark is taken 
«ſc ob- em Wetſtein, to whom it was communicated by men 
earanct el acquainted with the Coptic. John xxi. 8, for 
aug, the Coptic, according to Wilkins, has 700, but 
d before lat it is 800, as Wetſtein has rightly quoted in his 
d gos readings v. | EL | 


Thoſe 
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Thoſe who truſt to the Latin tranſlation for the u. 
rious readings of the Coptic verſion, are expoſed to th 
danger of being often led into error, as according h 
the moſt favourable opinions, it is by no means accu 
Mill, Bengel and Wetſtein have obſerved, that inf 
| of To ue Nee οα No, Matth. xix. 1 7. the reading of the 
Coptic verſion, and of the Cod. Cant. was ru ue ung 
wigs Tv aya%. Now a collector of various readings wy 
corrected this remark from Wilkins's tranflatiny 
© propter quid appellas me bonum' would alter what 
right, for the reading of the Coptic verſion is really ſuc 
as is alleged by the three above-mentioned critics. In 
the ſame manner we ſhould be miſtaken, if we ſuppoſe 
that © vias* was a various reading for are; Acts iv. 19 
or *ex Tarſo' for cis Teeco, fince in both caſes Wilkins hy 
given a falſe tranſlation, unleſs in the firſt inſtance wi 
is an error of the preſs for © iras **.” A knowledge ther- 
fore of the Coptic language is abſolutely -necetfary for 
every man who would uſe the Coptic verſion, and Bode 
is highly to be commended for having taken no notice 
of it in his Pſeudocritica Milliana. 4 
A very accurate ſpecimen of the various readings 
this verſion, taken from the epiſtles of St. John and & 
Jude, were communicated to me by Woide, and may b 
ſeen in the Orient. Bibl. Vol. X. p. 198—214 ©. I om 
chat not all of them appear to be actually various reading 
but as it is better to produce too much than too litt 
I have inſerted the whole, in order to give the reader 
opportunity of examining them according to the rus 
laid down by my father in his Tractatio critica de variskY 
tionibus N. T. caute colligendis, which are founded® 
true criticiſm. 5 . 
mY ö ————— 
S VVV. 
Of the Sabidic verſionn 
HE Upper Egypt, or the part which lies bene 


| [ Cahira and Aﬀevan, had a particular du 
which in many reſpects differed from that ſpoken 0 
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de lower Egypt. As the upper Egypt is called in Arabic 
Said, * as ſeveral cb — write it, Sahid, 
is dialect has received the name of Sahidic. 

The Sahidic verſion exiſts only in manuſeript, no part 
it having been ever printed“: yet it ſeems to be of 
me importance. We had no further knowledge of it 


* an merely its name, till Woide had the kindneſs to 
mo amunicate to me ſome valuable accounts of it ac- 
00 WS npanicd with extracts from the epiſtles of St. John and 
= Jude, which J have inſerted in the Orient. Bibl. 
e 111. N* 46. and Vol. X. N* 12 7. It contains al 


e books of the New Teſtament; and, what is remark- 
e, has a very great affinity to the Cod. Cantabrigi- 
6s, of which the reader will find ſeveral ſtriking exam- 
s inthe third volume * of the Orient. Bibl. p. 201-207. 
me of its readings lead to very important concluſions, 
t inſtance the omiſſion of e-w5 Acts xvi. 9. whence 
diſcover the harmony of the Egyptian, Weſtern, and 
leſſene editions 5. This circumſtance opens a new field 
biblical criticiſm, and naturally excites a wiſh that a 
ion, which has ſo many variations from the com- 
dn text might appear in print; ſhould this deſire be 
r fulfilled, we muſt expect it from the Univerſity of 


wk lord, With reſpect to the century, in which it was 
1 tten, 1 know nothing more of it than what I have al- 
A ö ty publiſhed in the Orient. Bibl. but its great ſimila- 


[ to the Cod. Cantabrigienſis excites a preſumption 
lavour of its high antiquity, and it is probably older 
n the verſion publiſhed by Wilkins. 


— 8 == wen ELIE TE — — | _ 1 — — | ; 


rr. > up 
Of the Arabic verſion in general. 
IMON in his Hiſt. Crit. des Verf. du N. T. ch. 18. 
$given an account of the Arabic verſions, and my 
crm his tractatio eritica de var. left. N. T. $ 27--31, 


477, has deſcribed them {till more fully and ac- 
or. II. F curately, 
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curately, to which treatiſes may be added that of dton, 
publiſhed in 1775 De Evangeliis Arabicis*. I ſu 
therefore be the more conciſe on this ſubject, whenere 
I can refer to theſe publications. 

There are many Arabic verſions of the New Te 
ment beſide thoſe, which have appeared in prin. 
For ſince the Arabic language has been extende 
from the Indian to the Atlantic Ocean, and has ſup 
planted the Syriac and Egyptian, the inhabitants of the 
countries have been obliged to annex Arabic tranſlating 
to the ancient verſions, which are no longer underſtoal 
Theſe tranſlations were made immediately from the $þ 
riac and the Coptic, in the ſame manner as thoſe, aid 
are added to the Greek text, are taken from the Greek} 
for it is ſaid by Simon, that the Greek text and the Aw 
- bic verſion were ſometimes written together, in ſuppat 
of which aſſertion, he appeals to the Catalogus Bibi 
thecz Lugdunenſis p. 28 1, publiſhed in 1674“. 

It is the general opinion of the learned, that al te... 
Arabic verſions are later than the age of Muhammi um 
and that before this period, the New Teſtament M e 
never tranſlated into Arabic. If this opinion were fan »:i 


ed on truth, it might afford juſt matter of ſurpriſe, A *: 
the Arabs could have ſo long diſpenſed with a tial 2 
tion of the New Teſtament, as the Chriſtian religion m 


very early propagated in that country. Tt is faid em, 
the Arabs, before the time of Muhammed, were not 0": : 
quainted with the uſe of letters: but this is abſolute: 
falſe, for poetry flouriſhed in Arabia long before d ard a 
time, and it was the practice of the Arabs, to hang WR" * 


thoſe poems, which obtained the prize of competition, WE 50 
the temple of Mecca, and which thence obtain 
the name of Muallakat. This honour was conf cen 


on Labid a contemporary of Muhammed, but the Mic no 
himſelf pronounced the ſecond chapter of the Koran ir 
perior to his own compoſition 3. A more ful hy Wwe 
of this ſubje& may be ſeen in Sale's prelimina d 
courſe, prefixed to his tranſlation of the Koran, p. bl 


— 
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If a reaſon muſt be affigned, I would rather ſuppoſe 
that the Syriac was ſo well known in Arabia, that the ins 
habitants of that country, like other Oriential Chriſtians, 
made uſe of the Syriac verſion : or that the Chriſtian 
region was ſo corrupted in Arabia, that they uſed chief- 
y the apocryphal Goſpels. This at leaſt is certain, that 


nded the accounts which are given of Chriſt in the Koran, are 
{up not taken from the four genuine Goſpels. But I really 
thek ſee no ſatisfactory reaſon for concluding, that all the 
ation Arabic verſions are modern : and ſome of thoſe argu- 
ſtood ments alleged in favour of this opinion, thoſe for in- 
he g. ſtance that are contained in the 3o®. ſection of my father's 
ha reatiſe, apply only to the Arabic verſion of St. Paul's 
Jeck piles, that is printed in the Polyꝑlots, but they affect not 


he antiquity of the four Goſpels. The ſubject therefore 
leferves a further examination ©, eſpecially with regard 

| to 
t I will mention a few of the arguments that have been alleged, to 
ew that all the Arabic verſions are more modern, than the age of Mu- 
med: but none of theſe arguments afford any proof. Brian Walton 
ppeals to the names of perſons and places in the Old Teſtament, which 
e vritten in the Arabic verſions in the ſame manner as in the Koran $5. 
at ſhall we therefore conclude that they were taken from the Koran? 
ls probable that Muhammed wrote theſe names according to the or- 
ography already adopted, for the Arabs were not acquainted with the 
ory of the Bible: and in every Arabic verſion, whether ancient or 
ern, the ſame mode of writing the proper names was unavoidable”. 
bers again appeal to the Arabic tranſlation of yorog Luke xi. 31, 
ich is rendered by Vs, locus, quo quis ſe dirigit inter precandum, 
ad which has alluſion to the command of Muhammed, to pray 
i the face towards Mecca, which lay to the ſouth. But this cuſtom 
much more ancient than the time of Muhammed, who aboliſhed it 
ordered the Arabs to turn towards Jeruſalem, though he revoked 
ater at the expreſs deſire of the Arabs themſelves, and permitted 


petit, | 
e obtank 


45 C0 S cient cuſtom s. a | 

but the ge de moſt important argument that can be alleged againſt the anti- 

Ko q of all the Arabic verſions, is that Muhammed in relating biblical 

full: mes, make ſuch miſtakes as he would hardly have committed, if 

n mina q 3 Arabic tranſlation of the New Teſtament. But it muſt 
| 7 | 

oran, p That many falſe and apocryphal Goſpels were at that time current 


| = : from which he not only might, but actually did derive many 
rs9, | . | | 


F 2 ; : 2. That 
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to the Revelation of St. John, becauſe Hippolyta, 
zealous advocate of its authenticity, is faid to har 
been Biſhop of Aden in Arabia Felix, about the 


year 220. ; 


* . — ——— ͤ öG—2—3 


F VII. 
Of the editions of the Arabic verſions. 


HE Arabic verſions, which have appeared in pi, 
muſt not be conſidered as one and the fame tranfs 
tion, for they are very diſtinct from each other, both wi 
reſpect to their age, and modes of expreſſion, When 
Mill therefore in his various readings quotes the Arabi 
verſion, he leaves us at a loſs to determine what partic 
lar verſion he intended *. | | 
Muy father in the 24®. ſection of the above quotel 
treatiſe, has mentioned the following editions of the An 
bic verſions. | 
1. The Roman edition of the four Goſpels, in fold 
publiſhed in 1591, and ſaid to have been reprinted 
1619. This edition, of which I had been able to u 
le& only imperfect accounts, I can now deſcribe mat 
circumſtantially, and with greater certainty, as I an 
poſſeſſion of a copy brought from Italy by Profel 
Hwud. | 4 
It was printed at Rome in 1 590 and 1591 in the l 
Alicean printing houſe: 1590 ſtands on the title pi 
1 1591 in the ſubſcription : to ſome of the copies 5 U 


nexed a Latin tranſlation, which has been already 
| | | tic 


2. That Muhammed was entirely ignorant of chronology, 
that, even if he had read the Goſpels of St. Matthew and St. L 
he would ſtill have been ignorant, how many ages Moſes lived 
tore that period, as he confounds the name of his ſiſter with that 
mother of Jeſus??®. 10 ä 
, It appears then that the ſtrongeſt objection is of no weight, and that 
reaſonable to conclude that the Arabs had an ancient verſion of t 
Teſtament, though we cannot determine ta which of the Arabic? 
in particular this title of antiquity is due. | 
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8.5 
The copy in my poſſeſſion is without a 
ranflation, and conſiſts of 368 pages 


he tranſlation in our Univerſity 


n, but according to the modern 
purpoſe 
laced Jordan, but at the ed 


our Saviour is 


| ge of the river with 
is feet only unmerſed, while John the 


ſt ſome notion of their ch 


Baptiſt kneeling 

It is true that 
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ditors of this 
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has a great reſemblance to the manuſcript, from which 5 
he printed the four Goſpels, excepting the thirteen the 
firſt chapters of St. Matthew. The verſion was cer. put 
tainly taken from the Greek: but Simon was of a dif 
ferent opinion, becauſe he found it very different froni 
thoſe Arabic verſions, that are annexed to the Coptic, and 
more ſimilar to thoſe, which are joined to the Syriac; 
whence he concluded that if was taken, not from the nec 


Greek, but the Syriac text. Now this concluſion is falls, Juit 
for were it taken immediately from the Syriac, it would Pc 
_ reſemble the Greek verſions, that are written oppoſite to zum 
the Syriac text, not in ſome only but in all reſpects om 


In fact it deviates in ſuch a degree from the Syra, Il 
that it cannot poſhbly have been taken from it: and us 
coincidence with that text, in certain remarkable read- 
ings, proves only that both verſions were taken from the P4luli: 
Greek . manuſcripts, that were nearly related to each An 
other. Whoever could communicate intelligence uin i! the 
reſpect to the hiſtory, antiquity, and author of this ve. 
ſion would be entitled to public thanks. ae re 
The pretended edition of 1619 is the mere artifce d 
a bookſeller, who hoped to bring the old copies into ci. 
culation by prefixing a new title, as if the work het dt 
undergone a new edition. Vogt in his Catalogus libro - erpo 
rum rariorum p. 270 ſays, non tamen duplex editio h. 
dit, ſed ſaltem novus titulus prefixus eſt oper, fil 
dem in calce voluminis utriuſque editionis legitul bean! 
Romae in typographia Medicea 1691. It is tn vas 
that not all the copies have this ſubſcription, it being Anſw 
wanting for inſtance in that of our Univerlity [brat 
which has on the title page 1619. Yet this is no par a ff 
of a new edition, but only that the impoſtor had wilel 
cut out the laſt leaf, containing the ſubſcription; and 1 
printed at the bottom of p. 462; with which this co 
ends, the word pin1s. A perfect uniformity in thet 
the number of the pages, and the wooden impreſio 
clearly ſhew that it is one and the ſame edition. 
2. This edition of the four Goſpels, was reprint 
with ſeveral alterations in the Paris Polyglot,. to 4 


7 
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was added an Arabic verſion of the remaining books of 
de New Teſtament. It is a misfortune that the diſ- 
putes, which aroſe among the editors, have been the 
means of depriving us of the neceſſary accounts of 
he manuſcripts, from which the verſion of the epiſtles 


1 was taken, and perhaps that of the Goſpels corrected +. 

” My late father in the 300. Sect. of his above-menti- 
yh ned treatiſe, has given his reaſons for doubting the anti- 
1 quity of this verſion: Velthuſen in his Obſervations on 
ud arious ſubjects, p. 100. has made objections to his ar- 


ments, and in the 60 Vol. of the Orient. Bibl. p. 87. I 
romiſed to examine the evidence again: this promiſe I 
jill here fulfill. | ; | 

To the antiquity of this verſion my father objected, 
a. That Spain, Rom. xv. 24. is tranſlated Jas) An- 
laluſia, 
Anſwer. In the 28 verſe it is tranſlated U; one 
the two readings therefore muſt be an interpolation, 
ad as it is very improbable, that the tranſlator would 
ae rendered Eran by any other word, we muſt con- 
ude that the former is a corruption. And Profeſſor 
tor, without any regard to this queſtion, has ſhewn 
t the Arabic verſions have been very frequently 


fice d 
to cl 
rk had 
5 Ubro⸗ 
tio p10 
1, fiir 
legitut; 
1s try 


« s 


Nterpolated from marginal notes. | 

b That Italia, Acts xviii. 2. in contradiſtinction to At- 
ua, is tranſlated A559) Ale the Frankiſh, or Eu- 
dean Italy: whereas it is known that the epithet Frank- 
lb was not applied to Europe till after the Cruſades. 


ic bene Anſwer. This argumeut is of no force, becauſe the 
dba bet might as cafily proceed from a modern interpola- 
no proc, s from an ancient tranſlator. Or rather, it is cer- 
ad wic that it came not from the Arabic tranſlator, not only 
1; due it would imply a knowledge of hiſtory, to make 


oppoſition to the kingdom of Attalus, but becauſe no 


this C0] | | 
e Arab would have expreſſed himſelf in that manner, 


the te 


preſſion e article q being neceſſary to both nouns, if they are 
ie) | IN rendered © the Frankiſh Italy“. Some commenta- 
reprin® T | _ 4 


| | tor 
to We ; ; $3. 
a_— dee the Arabic Grammar, & 67. n. 1. 
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tor had written oppoſite to yl, in the margin z 
the country of the Franks', which a later copyiſt inſem |: e. 
In the text. e Will 
. That the Greek x is very frequently expreſſed hte 
E Sh, for inſtance Tyſhicus for Tychicus. This ay ert 
ment J omitted in the two firſt editions, being under 
to diſcover its application, for we are totally ignom bee. 
in what age the Arabs began to uſe & for x. And IhUH e 
fince found in my late father's copy, a remark which k ede 
himſelf had written as an objection to this argument, Her 
this practice is obſervable in other Arabic verſon 4 
even in that publiſhed by Erpenius. Ley 
d. That for Berœa, Acts xvii. 10. is uſed Kar) oy Loy 
the Weſtern Aleppo. This argument I again omitted" 
for the fame reaſon as before. Alleppo was calledbyth ben 
inhabitants of that county, and 1s till called by > 
modern Afiatics >, 20/, but by the Crecks I * 
e tranſlator therefore might, as eaſily as a ny , ; 
lern, have been guilty of the impropriety of givingtl ary 
name of Alleppo to Berœa in Macedonia, and have ad In 
theepithet © eſtern' as a mark of diſtinction. Then TY 
ter therefore ſtill remains in doubt. 1 
Gabriel Sionita has taken very unneceſſary pal T 
in correcting what appeared to him to be bad Arabic... 
this verſion, before it was printed in the Paris edi ſve 
A rranflation of this kind is recommended not by de! 
dern ornaments, but by its genuine antiquity. "a 
3. The Arabic verſion printed in the Paris Poe dat 
was reprinted in the London Polyglots. late + 
From this edition Mill has given ſeveral ext! ime 
of the various readings, which he took, as he hn nd: 
_ confeſſes*, from the Latin after-verſion. He adi 
eſteemed it to be an immediate verſion from the kn 
text, and not an offspring of the Syriac!. The iq great 
certain both in reſpect to the Goſpels ®, as ment! tand 
above in ſpeaking of the Roman edition, and ab bable 
Epiſtles and Acts of the Apoſtles 7. For inſtance I dere 
iii. 8. che tranſlator has exprefſed even the Greek de 
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parative of  a- ſuperlative exaxyroriges by Wai >) 
. me moſt unworthy of the loweſt,” and whoever 
vill take the trouble to compare any fingle chapter with 
the Greek text, will be immediately convinced. The 
verſion of the epiſtles can lay no claim to high antiquity, 
but it was Written in an age, in which the Arabic was 
become the current language of many Chriſtian coun- 
"es in the Eaſt, and chriſtian Arabic writers had adopt- 


Tha 

My ed Greek expreſſions : we find erioxores for inſtance con- 
nt. ün verted into . .. | 

eh 4. Erpenius publiſbed the Arabic New Teſtament at 


Leyden in 1616, from a manuſcript written in the upper 
Foypt in the year 1342 3. which manuſcript he accu- 


omittt rately copied, 1 where there appeared to be gramma- 
Jhri tical errors. This is therefore the moſt faithful and 
| by oy ccnuine edition of the Arabic verſion ?; but as the edi- 


tor has annexed no Latin tranſlation, quotations: are 
ſeldom made from it, except that in the Acts of the 
Apoſtles Mill has taken his readings from this edition, 
and not from the Polyglots ?. | 8 
In treating of this edition, it will be neceſſary to make 
a diſtinction between the verſion of the Goſpels, and 
that of the other books of the New Teſtament. 765 


5 Rept 
425 4 m 
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we adh 


Them 


0 The verſions of the Goſpels in the above-mentioned 
Belle —— 15 one and the ſame, though the editions them- 
- by J elyes differ from each other, 'This queſtion, on which 


the learned had been much divided, ſeems to have been 
reduced by Storr to a certainty **. At cannot be denied 
that theſe editions vary ſometimes in caſes, which re- 
* to important readings of the Greek text, that of | 
mens occupying a middle rank between the Roman 
nd the Polyglot, and approaching ſometimes to the 
AT of the former, at other times more nearly re- 
mbling the latter: but the general coincidence is too 
gat to admit the ſuppoſition of their being diſtinct 
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ment dalatio | i 
and % bt "a Storr has made it appear extremely pro- 
ance 2:1... that different copies of this verſion have been 
in different places from the Syriac, others from 


Greek Cl See. 5 
p the Coptic, others again from marginal notes. Thoſe 
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readers, who would further proſecute this enquiry, ſnolld 
have recourſe to his differtation. As theſe editions then 
differ ſometimes materially from each other, it is jey 
inſufficient to quote the Arabic tranſlation, as evideno 
for a reading, under the ſimple title of Arabs : particu 
notice ſhould always be taken, whether the reading a 
leged be peculiar to one, or common to them all, and 
the quotation ſhould be made under the name of Arabs 
Rom. Arabs Pol. or Arabs Erp. This requeſt may ap- 
pear new and extraordinary, and the - has never 
occurred either to Mill, Bengel, or Wetſtein : but 10 
one, who has read the remarks on the ſingle paſſage, John 
v. 2. in the twelfth volume of the Orient. Bibl. wil 
maintain, that the uſual mode is conſiſtent with reaſon 
and truth. 

In that manuſcript of this interpolated verſion of theGoſ- 
pels, from which Erpenius publiſhed his edition, was an 
Arabic ſubſcription, which Iam unable to communicate 
in the original, becauſe Erpenius has not printed itwith 
the text, but has given only a Latin tranſlation of it, | 
which he has inſerted in the preface. Abſoluta eſt hyus 
libri deſcriptio die 16 menſis Baunz®, anni 988 martyrun 
juſtorum*. Deſcriptus autem eſt ex emendatiſſimo ex- 
emplari, cujus deſcriptor ait, ſe id deſcripſiſſe ex alio exem- 
plari emendato exarato manu Johannis Epiſcopi Cophtite, 
qui Johannes dicit ſe ſuum deſcripſiſſe ex exemplan 
emendatiſſimo, quod edidit D. Nesjulamam F. Azalketatl 
As far as I underſtand from this tranſlation of Eme- 

nius, Nejulamam (for ſo it ought to be written 
Engliſn, as beſt correſponding to the Arabic pronuncu. 
tion) was not the tranſlator but only a new editor” af 
a more ancient verſion, the copies of which he probably 


compared, and ſelected thoſe readings, which appear 


* That is, 26 June. | | | 

h That is in the year of Chriſt, 1271. according to the eſtimate of 
Bengel in his Tractatio de ſinceritate N. T. tuenda, $ vi. n. 6. 
year of the Martyrs is originally an Egyptian Era, and is probab 
year of the Diocletian perſecution, in which the dreadful maſſacre *. 
pened at Eſne in the Upper Egypt. See the 211th. note to Abull 
Egyptus. | „ 
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nm the moſt authentic. We ſhould be able to form 
| much better judgement of the verſion, it we could 
rocure accounts of Nejulamam, and eſpecially in what 
entury he lived. He appears. to have been by birth a 


g tothe Coptic verſion, or to have preferred the readings 
vhich moſt reſembled thoſe of the Coptic. If my read- 
brs will take the trouble to refer to what I have written 
on John v. 2. in the twelfth volume of the Orient. Bibl. 
Ne. 187. they will ſee how unfortunate the ancient editor 


10 vas in the choice of his readings in this paſſage, having 
ohn ere confounded them in a very extraordinary manner, 
wil hrough want of knowledge of the Hebrew. They will 
1 kewife perceive, 1. that the Arabic verſion was made 


immediately from the Greek, for in two editions the words 
pobarien en, are retained and written in Arabic 
Abrubachiki kolimbithra ** ; in the third they are tranſ- 
Jated, © ſheep pond*. 2. That it is interpolated in many 
places from the Syriac. 3. In other places from marginal 


us copies have been confounded in thoſe which were 
rum vntten in later times. 7 | 
er 


In a work then disfigured in this manner by interpo- 


rem jations, no argument can be brought againſt its anti- 
tg, quity from the circumſtance of its containing in ſeveral 
pat Places fingle modern- words, which may be aſcribed as 
efatl 


ally to a modern copyiſt, as to the ancient tranſlator. 


Lrpe- For inſtance wapacxevn, Friday, which is called in an- 
en in tient Arabic Ae, is tranſlated Matth. xxvii. 62. by 
ci. 


N. hammedan Arabic to the ſervice of religion. Now could 
b it be ſnewn that the latter was not in uſe among the 
* Arabs before the time of Muhammed, as the name of 


Friday, and that the former, which ſignifies the evening 
(namely, that preceding the ſabbath) was not bor- 
towed from the Jews, two poſitions which it would be 
Uſfcult to prove, yet the ancient tranſlator might have 
untten dye and a later copyiſt have changed it into . 
82 ward in more general uſe . 


opt, and either to have altered the Arabic text accord- 


notes. 4. That the readings of different preceding 


*> the day of Aſſembly, a word conſecrated in Mu- 
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Ihe verſion of the Epiſtles, which Erpenius publſe 
he ſuppoſed to have been taken immediately from t 
Syriac. I have carefully collated the Acts of the Apoſl 
with the Syriac text, and have found it undeniablyty 
that moſt chapters were tranſlated from that verſion" Ml 
Even the paraphraſes of the Syriac verſion are retaing e eecte 
in the Arabic, and miſtakes committed, which could me ſe. 
have happened in a tranſlation from the Greek. hu 
ſome few chapters, for inſtance the 11". and 12, 

pear to have been tranſlated from the Coptic, for vic 
I can account in no other manner, than by ſuppoſig 1s 0 
that the copy of ſome tranſcriber was defective in thee 
chapters, and that he filled up the deficiency by infer. 
ing them from an Arabic verſion, which had been mak leme 
from the Coptic. In the Cure in Actus Apoſt. u h 
& 3—6. the reader will find a more particular defery- 
tion. With reſpect to the book of Revelation, my father 
has ſhewn, in the 29®. ſection of his above-mentionel OW 
treatiſe, that it was moſt probably taken from the Copti, 
which 1 have confirmed by ſeveral examples in the 35 
ſe. of the Cure, where I have remarked at the fant ere | 
time, that ſeveral verſes are undoubtedly tranſlations Xt. 15 
the Syriac. The Arabic verſion therefore of the AG 
of the Apoſtles, and the Revelation, has no unifom 
character, being a compound of different tranſlations; 
and whoever makes uſe of it in a critical ſenſe, muſt en 
confine himſelf to ſingle paſſages, but examine whole 
chapters, in order to diſcover whether they were t. bro 
ſlated from the Syriac, or the Coptic. In the Epiſtles Mc: : 
have obſerved fewer deviations from the Syriac, yet * * 
meet even here with ſeveral examples, for inſtance v 
1 Pet. v. 3. is tranſlated in the Syriac by Cf, fab 
but in this Arabic verſion by Ae, a word which pi 
perly ſignifies monks, though it may be uſed for n 
clergy in general. But I own that I have not en 
mined the Epiſtles with the ſame attention, 4 ® 
Acts of the Apoſtles. If ſome man of learning, i 
has acceſs to manuſcripts, would compare this veilh 
with the Syriac-Arabic, and the Coptic-Arabic Ne 
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eſtament, he would be able to throw light on a ſubject 
at is at preſent obſcure. : 
No complete extracts have been made from it, and 
e few which we have, are in general intermixed with 
[rats from the Arabic of the Polyglots. What I have 
I-&ed from the Acts of the Apoſtles, may be ſeen in 
e ſeventh ſection of the Cure. | 
The Roman Congregation de propaganda fide, 
bliſhed in 1671 an Arabic and Latin Bible, under the 


15 pection of Sergius Riſius, Biſhop of Damaſcus. But 
po 15 of no uſe either to a critic, or an expoſitor of the 
ee Teſtament, having been altered from the Latin 


ſion. See Simon, p. 215—219. and more eſpecially 


ment Bibliotheque Curieuſe, Tom. III. p. 42 5—431. 
\ 6, WD which this edition is deſcribed at length. : 
eſcry 6. The Engliſh ſociety for promoting Chriſtian know- 
father dee, publiſhed in the year 1727 a very neat Arabic 


ew Teſtament, for the uſe of the Chriſtians in Aſia. 


I" his edition is very ſcarce, for though 10,000 copies 
he er printed, none were fold in Europe, but only a few 
« (ne cre {ent as preſents to ſome of the learned“. The 
ons 0 xt is taken from the Polyglots, but the editor, Salo- 
1+ Aon Negri, by order of the Society, altered it in thoſe 
\niforn ſages which vary from the — of our preſent 


teek text; and therefore however uſeful for the edifi- 


ations; | 

ot ton of Oriental Chriſtians, it cannot be applied to any 
e whole critical 
re tral i Profeſſor Storr has expreſſed a with, that my late father had pro 


cd more inftances, in which the Arabic text had been altered by 
alomon Negri, Now I could add ſeveral examples of this kind, but 
te following will be ſufficient. In this edition the text of John v. 2. is, 


* „ . Ce (ig) is =: lens 
Ms U, et erat in Jeruſalem apud (viam) ovium piſ— 
* quæ nominabatur Hebraice Betheſda. This Arabic text differs 
A the Roman, the Polyglot, and the Erpenian, and is a manifeſt 
ration of Salomon Negri, whoſe merits in other reſpects, eſpecially 
ng, Wil | the promotion of Arabic literature in Germany, are immortal. He 
8 vert even altered the mode of expreſſion, ſo as to render the language 
dic Nes re fluent; he has alſo explained wgoCarixn, not as ſignifying porta 
Tell um, but via ovium. 
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critical purpoſe. The editor has even taken the | d 
to inſert 1 John v. 7. without cautioning the reader u 

it was not taken from any manuſcript. To prevent od]]m NI 
from falling into the ſame miſtake with myſelf, | w Mi | 


relate a circumſtance reſpecting this edition. I receui "cr 
as a preſent from Peterſburg an Arabic New Teſtamen 
lettered on the back Nov. Teſt. Arabicum Petro, 
Not being in poſſeſſion of that publiſhed in London, | r t 
ſuppoſed that this was a ſeparate edition, and had er! 
tually begun to examine the reaſons. why the text of thy AARP! 
edition varied from the others, till the date excited m | 
attention, and afterwards fully convinced me that it w ul 
no other than the: London edition; and J have ben * 
ſince informed by Buſching, that numerous copies net U 
ſent to Peterſburg; in order to be diſtributed from Ruſh | 
among the neighbouring: Muhammedans. 33 
Beſide thoſe above- mentioned, an Arabic Bible is ul" 
to have been printed at Bukareſt in 1700 *, and the Gd 8 
pels at Aleppo in 1706. But I have no knowledge dF" 
theſe editions, except what is ſaid of them in Le Long 
Bibl. Sacra, Tom. I. p. 12 5, 126. and in Helladii fan hr 
præſens Eccleſ. Græcæ, p. 17. I ſhould think ny gn 
much obliged to any perſon, who wiſhes to promote 
the ſtudy of biblical - criticiſm, for information a 
this ſubject, whether they were publiſhed from num 
| ſcripts, and whether the editor has altered the text, & : 
faithfully abided by the original. It appears from tht othy 
preceding catalogue, that we have hitherto no ſuch ec. 
tion of the Arabic New Teſtament as the critic coul 
wiſh, and Erpenius ſeems to be the only editor wid 
fidelity can be commended. Single books of the Nel 
Teſtament, publiſhed in Arabic, I paſs over at preſent 
by deſign **. Ep 
The extracts which have been given by Mill, Bengt 
: | | x and 


* Profeſſor Aurivillius publiſhed at Upſal, in 1776, a Diſſertation, i uſe 


which he deſcribes a fragment of an Arabic Bible in his poſſebay ma. 
' which he ſuppoſes to belong to this edition, though his fragment h | en! 
different date. If his conjecture be grounded, the edition of Bukare lan e 


is of no critical uſe, being merely a reimpreſſion of the edition publifs 
by the Roman Propaganda, mentioned No 5, c 


er xvii. Ancient Verſions of the N. T. 9 5 
a Wetſtein, are too uncertain to be entitled to any 
onfdence. They are not only imperfect, but frequently 
ee, and are quoted in fo indiſcriminate a manner, as 
be almoſt uſeleſs **. Wetſtein deſerves to be com- 
nended for acknowledging this fault in the ſecond vo- 
me of his New Teſtament, p. 454. He ſays of cer- 
ain extracts made by Gideon Curcellæus, which go no 
rther than Luke xviii. and were ſent to him too late 
or publication, nec tamen nullam utilitatem ex illis ce- 
ifſem, fi citius fuiſſent repertæ: ita enim verſiones Ara- 
cas Erpenii et Polyglottorum accuratius indicare po- 
viſſem, quæ nunc indiſtincte et promiſcue, tanquam fi 
ana effet verſio citantur. Profeſſor Bode, in his Pſeudo- 
uca Milliana, has pointed out, and corrected the miſ- 
akes of Mill and Bengel, but has not ſupplied the de- 
ciency by giving complete extracts himſelf; and he has 
pmetimes tranſlated the Arabic, by too cloſely attend- 
ng to the derivation of the words, in a manner that is 
nconſiſtent with the actual uſage of the Arabs, which 
one can determine in every language. For inſtance 
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\: H ohn v. 2. he has tranſlated . La) D A que 
mee oſcitur in piſcina ovium. In reading this tranſla- 
promote en, it 15 natural to conclude that the reading of the 


uabic text muſt be very different from that of the 


tion M 

n nan-RF"<<k ; but an Arab would underſtand by this expreſ- 
text, oo", which occurs very frequently in the Arabian writers, 
Com te oching more than que vocatur piſcina ovium. 
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Of the Ethiopic verſion, 


1. Bn THERE is no Oriental verſion of which we have 

' ul ſo imperfect a knowledge as of the Ethiopic, be- 
Nertatfon uſe very few among the learned have applied to this 
is poſcihoF®8uage, and the accounts which they have given of it, 
gar] en thoſe taken from the Ethiopic prefaces to the Ro- 
10 


an edition, are in a high degree erroneous. But this 
| | nee defect 
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defect has in a great meaſure been ſupplied by my fy 
ther, in his Tract. de var. lect. N. T. § 24, 25, 26. by 
and more particularly in his Preface to Bode's Evang. 
lium ſec. Matthæum ex Verſ. Athiopica, I wil on 
therefore only a ſhort extract from theſe two Eflays! 

Chryſoſtom, in his ſecond Homily on St. John, p. zh. 
ſays, that the Ethiopians had in his time a verſion oft 


Bible, and as none can be produced, except that ale 


printed, though ſome have without foundation aller] 
the contrary, it muſt be admitted that this verſion is 
great antiquity*. From the frequent confuſion of work, 
which ſound alike in the Greek, but have not been cov 


founded by any other tranſlator, it follows that this vet 


fion was taken immediately from the Greek *. It agr 
frequently in its readings with the Alexandrine mam. 
ſcript, and as Grieſbach has obſerved in his Symbols 
p. 67. with the quotations of Origen 5. Neither of thi 
circumſtances can appear extraordinary, as it was natunl 
for the inhabitants of Abyſſinia to procure their copis 
of the Greek Teſtament from Egypt. The tranſlation 


of the Goſpels is much ſuperior to that of the Epilile 


where the tranſlator appears to have been very unequi 
to the taſk. 

This verſion was firſt publiſhed at Rome in 1545 ul 
1549. The editors * had a very imperfect manulcryts 
the Acts, of which they ſupplied the chaſms from tie 
Vulgate? : the verſion therefore of this book is of i 
value in determinings the readings of the New Teſts 
ment. Walton reprinted this Roman edition in ti 
London Polyglot, but his copy being in ſome plas 
illegible, the editors filled up the deficiencies according 
to their own judgement, ſo that the Roman edition 
tains the ſame worth, as if no other was extant. Ti 
Latin tranſlation was made by Dudley Loftus, and ci 
rected by Caſtell, but it is of little value, and has 1 
Mill and other collectors of Various Readings mut 
error *. $572 | 

As we have no edition of the Ethiopic verſion, th 
is the reſult of a careful collation of various manuſci , 
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e muſt never ſuſpect the authenticity of a word in the 
reck text, becauſe it is wanting in the Ethiopic. Mill 
as guilty of this miſtake, & 1213—1218. of his Prole- 
bmena, alleging among other inſtances as emifeoa ems 
by cov, I Pet. li. LY and Xo Yaow re c & r, 
John 11. 12. which he believes to be ſpurious, be- 
zuſe not contained in the Ethiopic verſion; when in 


read ct, as often as its evidence is ſingle, it is ſcarce worthy 
Torted attention ?. | | | 
\ is The public is much obliged to Profeſſor Bode for 


critical aſſiſtance in collating the Ethiopic Goſpel 
St. Matthew with the Greek text. The title of his 
ok is, Evangelium ſec. Matthæum ex verſione Æthi- 
ici interpretis in bibliis polygl. Anglicanis editum, 
m Grzco ipſius fonte ſtudioſe contulit, atque plurimis 


whole n excge'1cis quam philologicis obſervationibus tex- 
of thel m partun, partim verſionem illuſtravit auctor Chriſ- 
natull ph. Aug. Bode“. A ſecond ſervice which he has ren- 
r copis ed the public, is his Pleudocritica Miltio-Bengeliana**, 
nſlation t it is rather a correction of errors, than a new colla- 
coils, WP" The deficiency has been in ſome meaſure ſup- 
uncqul ed by my father in his copy of Mill's New Teftament, 


the margin of which he has written many quotations 


50 1 the Ethiopic. Theſe have never been publiſhed, 
crit d if the learned ſhould enquire for this copy after my 
from tt ale, they will find it in the library of the Orphan- 
5 of el in Halle. 

“Tel: ot the beſt extracts from the Ethiopic verſion are 
n in te muſt be uncertain, becauſe we have no accurate 
ne pus efion of the verſion itſelf. It is not a little extra- 
\ccording nary that Abyſſinia, where the Chriſtian religion was 


dition it early propagated, ſhould be one of thoſe countries, of 
h ch we have the leaſt knowledge. Lewis XIV. of 
and ce, and Frederick V. of Denmark, feat perſons 
* has ll that country in order to make diſcoveries; but the 
ings ink nchmen were murdered, and Norden the Dane was 
ged to retreat. Even the Moravian brethren, ' who 
Gon, ta encompaſſed ſea and land to make proſelytes, have 
been able to penetrate into Abyſſinia. The ill ſuc- 

or. II. G cels 
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ceſs ſeems to have ariſen from a want of geographic] 
knowledge, which travellers might find in the remuk 
on Abulfeda ; and if, inſtead of following the courk 
the Nile by the way of Aſſevan, they had taken anal 
more uſual route, which is frequented every year, the 
attempts might have been crowned with ſucceſs. Il 
ſome future travellers ſhall bring us from Abyſſinia a 
chentic manuſcripts of the Ethiopic verſion *, we nu F 
be contented with ſelecting the beſt from accounts, thy 
are unavoidably defective. | 


rr 


2 


— — ——_———— th 
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Of the age of the Armenian verſion. 
| E have an ancient Armenian verſion of the N = 


Teſtament, but as I am unacquainted with th 
language, I muſt take my accounts from other writ 
and principally Simon Hiſt. des Verſ. ch. 17. Mills In 
legomena, F 1402—1404. Schroeder's Diſſert. de at 
quitate et fatis linguæ Armenice, printed in his Theſzun 

linguz Armenice, which was publiſhed at Amſtenia 
in 1711, Le Long Bibl. ſacra, Tom. I, p. 136. et i el 
from the preface to the Hiſtoria Moſis Chorene 
publiſhed by the two Whiſtons *, the Hiſtory itleli, u 
laſtly from the Theſaurus epiſtolicus la Crozianus, a 

| admirable book I have found of ſo. much ſervice, til 
could with my readers would refer to the work ft 
In Winkler's Cimelia Æthiopica bibliothecz Berolind 


ſis, in the 42%. and following pages are given extt 
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5 | . 8 5 1 410 
6 from an Ethiopic manuſcript, entitled Lucta et m Mieſ 
| - _- rium S. Gregorii Patriarchæ in Armenia, which 5 
b chiefly to the Armenian verſion, aſcribe it to Greg on, [ 


as the author, and refer it to the age of Conſtantine\ 1 
Great. But it will appear, from much more authel 
documents, that theſe Ethiopian accounts are a f 
A deſcription of the printed editions is given in the l 
liſche Bibliothek, Vol. III. p. 189—194- Bode 
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kewiſe treated of this verſion in the preface to his verſio 
tina primorum iv. capitum Matthz1 ex verſ. Armenas; 
ut as the hiſtorical part of his deſcription is chiefly 
akon from the firſt edition of this introduction, I can 
Ierive no aſſiſtance from it for a ſecond. 
The Armenians had in the carlieſt times no letters 
eculiar to their own language, much leſs a tranſlation 
{ the Bible; and whenever they wrote, they were ob- 
ged to borrow either from the Perſian, the Syrian, or 
e Greek, (fee Schroeder, p. 31. and Moſes Choren. 
bn liv. p. 299. Simon was of opinion that the ſervice 
f the Armenian church was performed in Syriac ; but 
appears from Moſes Choren. p. 273. that it was per- 
med in Greek. See alſo Renaudot de perpetuo ec- 
eſiæ conſenſu, Tom. II. p. 540.) But after the intro- 
&on of Chriſtianity into that country, by command 
King Tiriditates, learning, the uſual attendant of 
at religion, began to flouriſh in Armenia. Mieſrob, 
ther in the fourth or fifth century, invented letters that 
curately expreſſed the ſounds of the Armenian lan- 
age: an invention which, according to the tradition, 
the country, was revealed to him 1n a dream, after 
e author had in vain attempted to make the diſcovery 
ſelf, and taken many uſeleſs journies to procure 
Iltance from the learned. Es 
From the unanimous teſtimony of the Armenian 
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. ters, the church of that country is indebted to Mieſ- 

Ce, 1 for their tranſlation of the Scriptures. He lived at 

* K end of the fourth, and in the beginning of the fifth 
zrolnd 


tury, and is ſaid to have finiſhed his verſion in the 
Ir 410. It is atteſted by Moſes of Chorene, a diſciple 
Mieſrob, who adds, that he began with the Proverbs 
Solomon. The words of Moſes, in Whiſton's tran- 
on, p. 299. are as follow: Meſrobes vero elementa 
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, el . . — 
— menaca, ad normam ſyllabarum Græcanicarum diſ- 
re 7. un, et ſtatim interpretationi operam dedit: conſul- 
re 9 ee Proverbiorum libro initium capiens totos xxii. 
Vin the 6 
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aſſiſted in the third verſion of the Bible, he himſclf d. 


racter, and the readings of the Armenian verſion, han 
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Ecelenſi et Joſepho Palnenſi. This celebrated hit. 


rian was himſelf an affiſtant in the work, though n 
mentioning the others he has omitted his own name: 
for Schroeder obſerves, that he apologizes in a letter 
for the ſhortneſs of his- hiſtory, by pleading that ki 
time was engaged in the tranſlation of the Bible. E 
imagines that Moſes omitted his own name through m. 
deſty; but this is undoubtedly a miſtake, and the try 
ſtate of the caſe is as follows: Moles, p. 299. ſpeaks 
the firſt verſion, in which he took no part; but that k 


clares, p. 313. He lived in the fifth century, as Wit 
ton has ſhewn in the Theſaurus la Crozianus, Tom. 
p. 352. 361. and Tom. III. p. 281.“ The internal ch. 


convinced the critics in that language, and eſpecialy l 
Croze, a man of the. moſt profound erudition, that ti 
antiquity aſcribed to the Armenian verſion exceeds nl 
the truth. Nt, 

The opinions of the learned have been divided, wht 
ther it was taken from the Greek original, or the ti 


verſion. Simon is in favour of the latter, from the ſuppl e ha: 
tion that the ſervice of the Armenian church had been ere a 
formed in Syriac ; but La Croze, in a letter which R und! 
ſobre and l' Enfant have inſerted in the Preface to te r in} 


New Teſtament, p. 211 *, very properly objects, that er hat 
was ignorant of Armenian, and therefore not a pro 
judge of the queſtion. On the other hand, La (0 
being partial to a language in which he was without mer,; 
rival, and extolling the Armenian verſion as ſupen p. Ki. 
every other, may be ſuſpected of partiality, in dea rey 


that it was taken from the Syriac. We will therel0 ed to 
ſet aſide theſe authorities, and examine the argue $ affen 

1 He conſtantly ſpeaks of himſelf, as a ſcholar and contemporal earfulh 
Mieſrob, who ſent him to Alexandria, and employed him 0 1 had 


occaſions. I mention this, becauſe la Croze places Moſes in the lent in 
century, and deſcribes him as a ſoldier by profeſſion. Whiſton . 
contrary contends that there is no circumſtance in the life of M 
which can bring him down lower than the middle of the fifth cen 
not excepting the council of Chalcedon, held in 451. 
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hemſelves, from which the point may be deterſnined 
vith greater certainty. 

The Armenians pretend that it was taken from the 
Frriac, and Le Long, in his Bibl. Sacra I. 137: quotes 
he evidence of Coriun, who mentions in the life of 
lieſrob that Mieſrob ſent Eznie 5 and Joſeph to Edeſſa, 
o tranſlate the holy writings from the Syriac.” But this 
ö not applicable to our queſtion, for © by the holy writ- 
pos” is meant not the Bible, but the works of the Syriac 
uthers, as appears plainly from Moles Chor. p. 311. 
but the account given by Moſes himſelf, Lib. III. cap. 
v. p. 300. is material to the purpoſe. .* He (Mieſrob) 
turned from Iberia to Armenia, and found the great 
lac (the Patriarch of Armenia) employed in tranſlat- 
ag from the Syriac, being able to procure no Greek 
anuſcripts. For all the Greek books had been burnt 
Meruzan, (a Perſian general, and enemy of the Chriſ- 
ans, as may be ſeen, p. 271—273.) and the Perſian 
prernors permitted not even the Greeks, who lived in 
jeir part of Armenia, to uſe any other language than 
e Syriac,” This paſſage is ſo plain, that I wonder no 
e haz hitherto quoted it. It is moreover certain that 
eenpeh ere are readings in the Armenian verſion, which are 
beuß add in no manuſcript or verſion, except the Syriac : 
r inſtance the addition, Matth. xxviii. 18. As my Fa- 
, that er hath ſent me, fo ſend I you ©. 

a po but on the other fide of the queſtion there is another 


aui bee in Moſes Chorenenſis, as muck overlooked as the 
ſitdou mer, and which decides the matter in diſpute. Lib. III. 
1periol WD. 1x1. p. 313. is the following relation, Our tranſla- 
| Cons returned, (from the council at Epheſus) and deh- 


ed to Iſaac and Mieſrob the letters and decrees. of 
gam afembly, with a copy of the Bible carefully written, 

| uch as ſoon as Iſaac and Mieſrob had received, they 
ten rfelly ſubmitted to the taſk of again tranſlating what 


jim 2 1 bad tranſlated twice before. But as they were, de- 
1 ar 1n knowledge, and many parts were rendered im- 
fe of M nech, they ſent us to the famous ſchool at Alexan- 


ith coins f0 learn this excellent language.“ Here is a full 
03 h and 
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and credible account of the care beſtowed by the . 
menians on their verſion of the Bible, and that th; 
tranſlated it twice from the Syriac, and a third tine 
from the Greek 7. It is therefore no wonder that the 
ſucceeded in their endeavours, and that the Armenia 
was ſuperior to other verſions, ſince it only verifies th 
common remark, that he can ſee the fartheſt who re 
on the ſhoulders of another.” Hence we may align it 
reaſon why the readings of the Armenian verſion are b 
frequently different from the Syriac, 

The Armenian verfion would be an ineſtimable tra 
ſure, had it deſcended to the preſent age unaltered hy 
time and ſuperſtition. But the churches of the l 
Armenia, or Cilicia, ſubmitted in the thirteenth centun 
to the authority of the Pope; and Haitho, or as he 
more properly called Hethom, who reigned from th 
year 1224 to 1270, became ſhortly before his death 
Franciſcan friar. This prince was not only attached 
the church of Rome, but likewiſe acquainted with th 


Latin language ; and publiſhing a new edition of th 0 
Armenian Bible, he altered, or rather corrupted it fu AE 
the Vulgate. He tranſlated for inſtance all the pref ; 
of Jerom ; and as the words of 1 John v. 7. were notl A 
the old Armenian manuſcripts, he inſerted them pn abe 
bably ſrom the Latin: for thirty-ſeven years alter ge 
death this paſſage was quoted at a Council held at d ngle 
in Armenia, and is found in other Armenian recon = 
See Galam Conſilia, P. I. p. 436. 461. 478. and Th be pr 
Epiſt. la Crozianus, Tom. III. p. 4. and 69. alt 
It is therefore natural to ſuſpect that Haitho hastt Mi i 
cloſely followed the Vulgate in other inſtances; and m8 4b 
this be true, the alteration muſt be general, becauk Wy Piru. 
ſubſequent manuſcripts of the Armenian verſion isis 0 
taken from the edition of Haitho. Adler afferts Ch: 
a fact, though he gives no proof, in his Muſeum f. At 
cum Borgianum, p. 159, 160. He mentions indeed 1666 
Armenian manuſcript more ancient than the tit ich u. 


FHaitho, written in 1087, and preſerved at Rome i 
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regard to the New Teſtament, as it contains only the 
ire books of Moſes. Grieſbach on the other hand, p- 
xvii. denies that the Armenian verſion latinizes, becauſe 
very frequently agrees with the quotations of Origen. 
zut, not to mention that the Latin verſion itſelf coin- 
des with Origen. in many important readings, it can- 
ot be inferred from the coincidence even of a great 
umber of examples, that Haitho made no alterations; 
nd it is not to be ſuppoſed that a man, who corrected 
rough motives of piety, would deſignedly corrupt the 
hole. The ſubject therefore requires a new inveſtiga- 
on, which no man can attempt, unleſs with a know- 
age of the Armenian he unites the good fortune of 


left EOS. ' 
* wing acceſs to the ancient manuſcripts, that were writ- 
ol n before the time of Haitho. 


SS. © x... 3 
Of the printed editions of the Armenian verſion. 
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H E firſt printed edition of the Armenian verſion 

was publiſned in the laſt century, by Uſcan, 
op of Erivan. Simon relates, p. 198. that much 
nfuſion had crept into the copies, and that the Bible 
at the ſame time become ſo ſcarce in Armenia, that 


| 


iy Ingle copy coſt 1200 livres. Hence a council of Ar- 
41 man biſhops, aſſembled in 1662, ordered the Bible 


be printed in Europe. I remembèr to have read, in 
5 laſt and complete edition of Chardin's travels, that 
Ian intended to have printed it in France, but not 
ng able to obtain permiſſion, he printed at Marſeilles 
Liturgy alone, and that with conſiderable alterations. 
us is one of the paſſages which the Papiſts ſtruck out 
Chardin's travels at the publication of the firſt edi - 
n. At length Uſcan printed the Bible at Amſterdam, 
1666, and the New Teſtament ſeparately, in 1668 
ch was reprinted in 1698. It is a very beautiful 
uon“, but La C roze and G. Whiſton have accuſed 
„ 6 4 | the 
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the editor of having corrupted in fome places the 1. WW recen 
menian text, Theſ. la Croz. Tom. I. p. 389. and Pref were 
ad Moſen Chor. p. 10. This at leaſt is certain, thy open 
1 John v. 7. was not in his manuſcript, for Sandius, I 


his Interpretationes paradoxz, p. 376. declares, that he 
had ſeen the manuſcript, from which the Amſterdan 
edition was printed, and that it wanted that verſe*, h 
like manner John v. 4. is wanting in the Armenia 
manuſcripts, yet it ſtands in Uſcan's edition, and LL 
Croze obſerves, in his letter to PEnfant*, that Uſey 
himſelf acknowledges in his preface, that he had alter 


ſome pailages from the Vulgate. But La Croze hs 


treated Uſcan with candour, and ſuppoſed that his mil. moſt 
takes aroſe not from an intention to deceive, but fron Polys 
ignorance and ſuperſtition. dam. 
As the Armenian is little underſtood among the critic 
learned, we have only very ſcanty extracts“ of the Ar lation 
menian readings “. Thoſe which Mill has inſerted, he word: 
BE | receive place: 
* As the preface of the two Whiſtons to Moſes Chorenenſis is accel imila 
Lble perhaps to only a few of my readers, I will quote from it ſome d high! 
the remarkable readings of the Armenian verſion of the New Teſtament” ſcatte 
Matth. xix. 17. The Armenian tranſlator has rendered the paſlagy, the la 
© But he ſpake to him; why aſkeſt thou me after that which is good! raturc 
One is good. But if thou wilt, &c. See ſect. 13. of this chapter, the {c 
Matth. xxvii. 16, 17. He uſes in both names the weed Barabbas, fay- uſe tl 
ing Jeſus Barabbas. This is the moſt ancient reading, but it was r. readir 
jected by Origen, in his 35th. Homily, who thought that the name df It mi 
Barabbas _ not to be annexed to that of Jeſus, See chap, i. "Ta 
ſect. 12. . 
Luke xi. 2, 3, 4. he omits the words, © which art in Heaven, and m no 
alſo the third petition. In theſe two omiſſions he coincides with the ſtance 
Latin Vulgate : and that Uſcan made no alteration here appears from 
the evidence of La Croze, who relates that theſe paſſages are omitted in Pp 
t by; 
the ancient Armenian manuſcript, preſerved in the royal library 
Berlin. ator ac 
Acts vi. 9. Several critics he endeavoured to \ how, that the reading Tiny, | 
AiCvywor is preferable to that of AST, and Reland, in his remark quam { 
on Joſephi Antiquitat. xvi. 6. has ſupported the former reading on The e\ 
very plauſible grounds. In his time it was only conjecture, but it! and Ie 
now ſupported by authority, for the Een verſion has the reading Job 


« Libyan. 
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«ceived from Louis Picques; but Bengel and Wetſtein 


were indebted to La Croze. A new field therefore lies 
open to a critic, who would apply to the ſtudy of this 


language 


b 
Of the Perſic verſions. 


E have two Perſic verſions of the four Goſpels, 
of which the moſt ancient, and that which is 
moſt valued by the learned, 1s printed in the London 
Polyglot, accompanied with a Latin tranſlation * by 
Sam. Clarke, and notes by Thomas Graves. This 
critic has very juſtly obſerved, that the Perſic is a tranſ- 
lation of the Syriac, for 1t ſometimes retains even Syriac 
words, and ſubjoins a Perſic interpretation : and in other 
places confounds the meaning of words, that have a 
ſimilar ſound only in the Syriac. The matter is hkewile 
highly probable in itſelf, for the Chriſtians, who lived 
ſcattered in the Perſian empire, made uſe of Syriac as 
the language of the church, and as the language of lite- 
nature; and it was common for the Perſians to ſtudy in 
the ſchools of Syria, eſpecially at Edeſſa. The principal 
uſe then of the Perſic verſion, is in diſcovering the falſe 
readings that have crept ſince that period into the Syriac, 
It might be added, in confirmation of what was ſaid 
above, that the Perſic omits'paſſages, that are wanting 
in no manuſcript or verſion except the Syriac : for in- 
ſtance Matth. xxvii. 46. Mark vii. 34. Mill and Ben- 


gel 


(1 5 : 5 g : ; 
"ns But it ſtill remains a queſtion, whether the Armenian tranſ- 
ator actually read As:Cupwwy, or only gave that interpretation to x- 
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reading run, for Wetſtein ſays, non major eſt inflexio AiCuoirwy in AiGCegrwwny 
remake quam ſextarii in Segne, aut ſpicatæ in @35429;, aut penulæ in @eXo7v. 
xding 0 The evidence therefore of the Armenian verſion is in this caſe dubious, 
but if l | and I can ſee no reaſon for departing here from the common text. | 


e reading 


I 7 bo. . . a - p t 
= John v. 7. is not contained in the ancient Armenian manuſcripts, 
10Yans 
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gel have taken their extracts from this verſion for the 
collections of various readings: | | 
There is another Perſic verſion of the Goſpels, which 
Abraliam Wheloc began to print in 1652, and after h; 
death Pierſon finiſhed in 1657. It was publiſhed i 
London, and three mianulſcripts * were uſed by the ed. 
tors. It is thought to be much more modern than the 
other, and I find in Le Long's Bibl. ſacra, that Whely 
ſuppoſed it an immediate tranſlation from the Gre 
but Renaudot believed it to have been taken from fle 
Syriac. _- 

Renaudot hkewiſe obſerves; that the other mam. 
ſcripts materially differ from theſe two verſions, and tha 
the Perſians in their public worſhip make uſe of a di 
ferent verſion, which was probably the moſt ancien, 
and ſhould it ever be made public, would be of mor 
value than the other two united. 

To correct miſtakes, that are made in the extracts a 
Mill, recourſe muſt be made to Bode's Pſeudocriti 

 Millio-Bengeliana. | 
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. 
The Latin verſion is the ſource of almoſt all Enrofeai 


verſions. 


E now turn from Aſia and Africa to Europe. 0 
all the European verſions, none is ſo ancient & 
the Latin, which may be regarded almoſt as the com- 
mon parent of all the Weſtern tranſlations. For thougl 
many of theſe were taken from the original Greek, Je 
the tranſlators either had recourſe to the Vulgate 10 
aſſiſtance, or they were ſo accuſtomed from their youth, 
if not to the Latin itſelf, to tranſlations derived from ii 
that, without the actual deſign of making nenne 
it was impoſſible to avoid betraying a ſimilarity to the 
Vulgate: and if it be denied that they were its imme 


diate offspring, it had at leaſt a conſiderable ſhare ! 


ther WW ith 


l. p. 320 
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their formation. The French, Italian, and Spaniſh 
Bibles, that were publiſhed before the ſixteenth century, 
and of which Simon has given entertaining accounts in 
his Hiſt. Crit. des Verſ. chap. 28. 40. 41. were taken 
wholly from the Latin. The ſame may be faid of the 
old German Bibles, printed in 1462 , 1467, and 1483, 
which I have fully deſcribed in the Syntagma commen- 
tationum, p. I—22. publiſhed in 1759, in which Bibles: 
it is expreſſly ſaid, that they were corrected with great 
care and diligence according to the Latin. The com- 
mon verſions of the Papiſts, which have been made ſince 
that time, follow likewiſe the Vulgate; and though ſe- 
yeral learned members of that church have attempted 
more accurate tranſlations in the living languages, they 
were ſtill accuſtomed from their youth to the Latin. It 
z true that Luther tranflated from the Greek, yet marks 
of the Vulgate are viſible through the whole tranſlation : 
nor would he have been able to produce fo accurate 4 
tranſlation of the Bible, the preſent ſources of critical 
aſiſtance being at that time totally unknown, unleſs he 
tad recurred to the aid of the Vulgate, and reſolved not 
to forſake his guide, but where it led into open error. 
In ſupport of this affertion, I appeal not only to the 
many inſtances of accurate tranſlation, and few of falſe 
interpretation, that are common to Luther and the Vul- : 
gate, but alſo to thoſe errors in Luther's verſion, which 
cannot be derived from the original Greek. For inſtance 
mexrrrohai is rendered to viſit, becauſe he found vi- 
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Ito in the Latin. It by no means derogates from the 
eder of che great Luther, chat he adhered to thi 
dong . e e great Luther, that he adhered to this 
* 1 ay ancient verſion; and perhaps the ſucceſs of his tranſ- 


ion, at a time, when the Oriental languages were 
ſrle known, and few commentaries exiſted of any value, 
May be aſcribed to the aſſiſtance, which he derived from 
de Vulgate, where, though he has corrected miſtakes, 
be has never altered without neceſſity. 
The tranſlation of Luther has had material influence 
on 
| | With reſpe& to this date, fee Clement Bibliotheque curieuſe, Tom. 
P. 320323, n. 39, 40. 


ue tO! 
youth, 
om l, 
ation, 
to the 
umme: 
hare 10 

thel 


108 Ancient Verſions of the N. T. cnapyy 


on thoſe, which were made by his followers in the Re 


SECT 
0c 


ſormation, not excepting even the Engliſh, where u. —48 
amples might be produced of Germaniſms, that. to ec that 
Engliſhman muſt appear obſcure *. And it will be ned. W. 
leſs to prove at large, that moſt of the tranſlators of th of th: 
Bible in the two laſt centuries, have been accuſtomed n in pri 
the Latin, or to verſions immediately derived from i: name 
| | | | St. Ja 
——— k rꝗͥ⁸— very 2 
the f 
S. ö . Oxto! 
Of the Latin verſion in general. — 
; reflic 
O avoid confuſion in treating of the Latin verſqy — 
[ we muſt diſtinguiſh what exiſted before the ax text, 
of Jerom, from the edition, which was corrected and biblio 
publiſhed by the learned father, and is generally knom acceffi 
under the name of the Vulgate. The Vulgate mult Iv H Laud: 
again examined in three different points of view: fi The 
as it was publiſhed by Jerom; 2dly. as corrupted u many 
later ages, partly by miſtakes of tranſcribers, partly y tis ve 
interpolations from more ancient Latin verſions ; zu ot the 
+ as corrected in the ſixteenth century by Papal authoriy, ho w 
and introduced into the church of Rome. the Rc 
Of the ancient verſions before the time of Jerom, the R 
full account may be ſeen in Simon Hiſt. Crit. des Vet. liched, 
ch. 3, 4, 5, 6. in Martianay's Prolegomena to the 6. prope 
pel of St. Matthew, which he publiſhed according bon. 
the old verſion, in Mill, & 3797—605., and in M.. rolum: 
ſheim's Commentaru de rebus Chriſtianorum ante Cons treatiſe 
ſtantium Magnum, p. 225—229. This laſt weg Latina 
deſerves eſpecially to be read, becauſe the author cem! 
freed the hiſtory of this verſion from ſeveral miſtie H purpur 
that were generally committed, and from which I upici 
not exempt in the firſt edition of this work. It will de | 
obſerved in the ſequel, that this ancient verſion 15 1. 
nexed to the Greek text in the Cod. Boernerianus, ag, 
romontanus, and Cantabrigienfis. Beſide theſe, ſeten * 
vith the 


other copies are extant; among which may be * 


tho turn 
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[noſe mentioned in Uffenbach's Travels, Vol. III. p. 471 
—480. ; ſome of theſe are very extraordinary, eſpecially 
that in the poſſeſſion of Aymon. 

We had formerly, and indeed {o late as the firſt part 
of the preſent century, ſome fragments of this verſion 
in print, but few whole books of the New Teſtament, 
namely the Goſpel of St. Matthew and the Epiſtle of 
St. James, which Martianay printed in 1695, from two 
very ancient manuſcripts. To theſe was added, in 171 5, 
the Acts of the Apoſtles, which Hearne publiſhed at 
Oxford from the Cod. Laudianus 3. a very excellent 
work, but extremely ſcarce, on account of the few im- 
preſſions that were taken: we are therefore much in- 


text, in his Libellus criticus de indole codicis N. T. 
bibliothecæ Cæſareo-Vindobonenſis Lambecii xx xiv. 


on ccceſfit textus Latinus Antehieronymianus e codice 
} he Laudlano. 
ft The want of a printed edition is the reaſon that fo 


many of the learned have made miſtakes in ſpeaking of 
this verſion, and falſely underſtood the cleareſt paſſages 
of the fathers, that allude to it. But Pope Benedict XIV. 
who was highly valued by the Proteſtant, as well as by 
the Roman church, has acquired immortal honour in 


m, dhe Republic of Letters, for having ordered to be pub- 
Vel. lied, in 1749, a magnificent edition, taken from five 
properly only four genuine) manuſcripts® of this ver- 
ng on. The title of this work, which conſiſts of four“ 
M. columes in folio, including the Prolegomena and the 
e Co beatiſes annexed to it, is, Evangeliarum quadruplex 
treu Latinæ verſionis antique, ſeu Italicæ, nunc primum in 
or h lucem editum ex codicibus manuſcriptis aureis, argenteis, 


aulpicus Joannis V. regis fideliffimi Luſitaniæ, a Joanne 
Blanchino. 


8 The names of theſe manuſcripts are Vercellenſis, Veronenſis, Cor- 
bejenſis, Brixianus, and Jenſis s: but this laſt contains only the 
corrected verſion of Jerom. 1nd ov.ght therefore not to have been printed 
i the otners. Dobro ley has ſhewn this very clearly in his Frag- 
wentum Pragenſe evangelii Marci. Pragæ 1788. | 


debted to Profeſſor Hwud for having reprinted the Latin 


purpureis, aliiſque, pluſquam millennariæ ætatis ſub 


* 

FL n — — 

8 1 MOM ns 

IN 8 
* Sd 


8 
x 


ax 
© = 
2 
= 
I 
4 
. 
3 
3 
TY 
il 


2 9 


1 


n 
= 8 2 


* 
W = — 
2 bl 


By - ; 
LILY 12 


2 3 


110 Ancient V erfions of the N. T. enapyy 1 SEC 


Blanchino, The beauty and largeneſs of the types dt 
great number of learned treatiſes, and the copper pla 


with which it is ornamented; make the work ſo very et nuſe 
penſive, that it is ſeldom to be found in private libranes, and 
though it ought to be in general uſe: an editor ther. Blan 
fore would deſerve the thanks of the public, who wo grea 
publiſh in a leſs ſumptuous manner the Latin tent d tame 
the four manuſcripts, (for that of the Forojulienſs ; 
unneceflary) and omit the diſſertations, by which meim 

the work would be reduced to a moderate quart, 
While Blanchini was engaged in preparing it for th 
preſs, P. Sabatter publiſhed in 1743 his Biblia Lain Of th 
verſionis antique, ſen vetus Italica, of which the thi the 
volume contains the New Teſtament. But Sabate ter 
took not his text from manuſeripts of the Latin vera 
only, but from the Codices Græco- Latini, or Greek: # 
Latin manuſcripts : for inſtance, the Acts of the Ap L L 
tles from the above-mentioned Cod. Laudianus 3. pub ons 
liſhed by Hearne. Here we may naturally inqu I rodu, 
whether theſe Latin verſions were in general and publ ally t 
uſe, or whether they are not to be aſcribed to the ni. [iis (0 
vate induſtry of different. tranſeribers, who copying tle d! 
Greek Teſtament, ſubjoined a Latin tranſlation com 47 
ſpondent to the Greek text of their reſpective man 1 fi 
ſcripts. After reading Hearne's edition of the Ads d ae 
the Apoſtles, we might be inclined to ſuppoſe the u. 08 

ter: but their coincidence with the quotations of tit F ſt 
Latin fathers ſhews, that theſe very tranſlations of th on 
Greek text, as it ſtood in the moſt ancient manuſcryb 0 120 
were in general uſe in an age, that precedes tlie date lent , 
any manuſcript now extant. As the Greek-Latin m. L i 
nuſeripts have chaſms, Sabatier has ſupplied them, : hi 
though this is very unſatisfactory, from the Vulgate, a Si 


ſometimes added in the notes quotations from the 
fathers. For inſtance Acts xxvii. 5—14. 18-23% 
xxviii. 20. are wanting, which is the more diſagreeal | 
becauſe they contain paſſages, where the critic 15 in 
of information, whether the reading of the old vero 


chap. xxvii. 1.4. was Eve hv du, or, like that of the > 
| | Vel 


ompoſi 
cient | 
oven Y 
Ither d 
j the N 
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verſion, Eveaxvauy *, and chap. xxviu. 1. Melita, or Me- 
Irene, Whoever could ſupply theſe chaſms, from ma- 
nuſcripts of the old verſion, or more properly verſions, 
and ſtill more, whoever would continue the work of 
Blanchini, and publith the Acts and the Epiſtles, would 
greatly promote the critical knowledge of the New Teſ- 
tament *. | 


| 
7 
7 
4 
4 i 
5 


8 4 T. 


Of the great number of ancient Latin verſious, among which 


the Itala is no langer aiftinguſhable. One of theſe was 
termed Vulgate. 


T appears from the teſtimony of Auguſtin, that the 
| Latin church had a very great number of tranſla- 
nons of the Bible, that they were made at the firſt in- 
troduftion of Chriſtianity, but that the authors are to- 
ally unknown. His mode of expreſſion in regard to 
[is ſubject is rather hyperbolical, Qui ſcripturas ex He- 
brza lingui in Græcam verterunt numerari poſſunt, la- 
ini autem interpretis nullo modo. Ut enim cuivis pri- 

s fidei temporibus in manus venit codex Grecus, et 
liquantulum facultatis ſibi utriuſque linguæ habere 
idebatur, guſus eſt interpretari.” Auguſt. de doctrina 
-riftiana, Lib. II. cap. 11. This paſſage has given 
le to various diſputes, and many have even ventured, 
0 deny a plurality of Latin verſions, but a careful pe- 
ulal of the manuſcripts publiſhed Gy Blanchini is ſuffi- 
ent to confute this opinion, and to ſhew that there is 
o neceſſity for doing violence to the words of Auguſtin. 
tis true that the verſions are not abſolutely diſtinct, as 
Ppears from their frequent coincidence, but they are 
ompoſitions that have reſulted from combining more 
cient and ſeparate tranſlations, which have been inter- 
wen with each other, by ſelecting thoſe parts, which 
Ither deſerved the preference, or moſt eaſily occurred 
the writer. In the margin of one manuſcript was 


written, 


* 


EC 
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written, perhaps in many places, the text of anothy + C 
which a future tranſcriber inſerted in his copy, or ug ul 
paſſages, or leaves were wanting in one, they were fup TW 
phed by extracts from another. Having collated th ul 
Goſpel of St. Mark, in the Syriac verſion, with the Erin ſted 
geliarum quadruplex, I found the Latin verſions in g nd 
neral divided, ſome being in favour of the reading fn mean 
which I conſulted them, while others were againſt . ie fi 
circumſtance which clearly proves them to be the reit ruſt: 
of different tranſlations. In ſhort, they are exacth d he I 
ſuch a nature, as might be expected from verſions tha tala * 
aroſe in the manner above deicribed, and of which ſera m 
ſays, ſi latinis exemplaribus fides eſt adhibenda, reh ay e 
deant, quibus? tot enim ſunt exemplaria pcene, quo roun 
codices. iſte. 
In reading the Latin text of the Greek-Latin man- ed, 
ſcripts, ſuch as the Cod. Cantabrigienfis, Laudianu 4. out! 
Boernerianus, &c. the thought naturally occurs, tht D det 
the difference is in a great meaſure to be aſcribed, if ut nende 
to completely new tranſlations, at leaſt to the Lan Might 
having been altered from the Greek in each reſpecine ars t 
manuſcript; for the notion that the Greek has ben ave d 
altered from the Latin, if we except a very few inſtances, the 
1s erroneous ?. 2 Thom 
Some of theſe Latin verſions were probably un nou] 
later than the firſt ages of Chriſtianity *. Rom. xu. 135 US tit] 
XS Twv di, inſtead of Age, but three Codd. G (ty 0 
_ £0-Latini have pears, and though the old Latin verion uire 
publiſhed by Sabatier has neceſſitatibus, yet it apa" Rom 
from his note that others had - memoriis. This ff ton 
(for a fault it evidently is) could hardly have tf e ua 
place before the end of the fecond, or the beginning the e. 
the third century, for it conveys the language and fete Jeron 
timents of a later age, ay: being uſed, not in che In th 
of the New Teſtament, where it is applied to the n d whi 
mitive Chriſtians in general, but in the eccleſaiag tion 
ſenſe of the word, ſaints, or martyrs, characters V8 
known at Rome, when St. Paul wrote his epiſtle 03 a 
nnn . | Vox. 
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Of theſe various tranſlations, there was one in parti- 
ular, that in the writings of Auguſtin is ſtyled Itala, 
very celebrated name, but a name that has been ſo 
uſed, that not only all the Latin verſions, that ex- 
ed before the time of Jerom, have been taken for one 
ad the ſame, but the very individual verſion, that is 
eint by Auguſtin. I was led into the fame error at 
e firſt publication of this work, but the words of Au- 
uſtin, who alone of all the writers of antiquity mentions 
Ihe Itala by name, if ipſis autem interpretationibus 
tala* cæteris preferatur, nam eſt verborum tenacior 
m perſpicuitate ſententiæ, clearly ſhew that it was 
only one out of many tranſlations, and that there is no 
round for giving this title to every Latin verſion, that 


ed, to which of the old verſions the name of Itala 


i. 

IN buſt be aſcribed, I anſwer, that we are totally unable 
that p determine ; for though Auguſtin has highly com- 
E ended it, he has not given a ſingle extract, which 
Latin ight ſerve to diſtinguiſh it from the reſt. Vet it ap- 
ecthe ars to have been generally known in that age, and to 


heen we differed materially from the verſion, that was uſed 
andes the chureh of Africa, the country of Auguſtin, from 
nom it probably received the name of Itala, to diſ- 
Inourſh it from the latter. But we cannot infer from 
is title, that it was in uſe at Rome, and Moſheim very 
fly obſerves, that in this caſe it would rather have 


niken 
13˙5 
. Git 


verfon cuired the more ſuitable, and honourable appellation 
pan Romana. To Moſheim we are indebted for the cor- 
is fault ton of the above-mentioned error, which before his 
e ten re was univerſal, and is viſible even in the title page 
ming the editions of Martianay, Sabatier, and Blanchini. 

and er Jerom makes mention of a Vulgate, which was pro- 
he ele the Latin verſion in uſe at that time in Rome, 
che oP which itfelf was in a greater, or leſs degree a com- 
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dition like the others. 


| Nor, H. "PE S E C. 


xiſted before Jerom's edition of the Vulgate. If it be 
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Of the general ſtyle of theſe verſions, and conjectures in y. 
| | gard to their authors, | 


HE ſtyle of theſe ancient verſions, which is fil 
viſible in the Vulgate, though amended by Jeton, 
is not only devoid of claſſic elegance, but inaccury 
and impure, though Geſner has quoted from it ſeyen 
examples in his Theſaurus. We find not ſeldom abb. 
lately falſe Latin, and ſuch, as no native Roman cout 
could have written, of which the following examplesar 
taken from Martianay's edition of St. Matthew: ch. i. 
16. tunc Herodes videns quoniam (for quod) illuſ 
eſſet a Magis. 11. 18. noluit conſolari, which is uſeds 
if it were a paſſive. iii. 15. dimiſit ipſum, for permil 
ipſi. vi. 16. exterminant facies ſuas. vi. 19. ubi zg ih ©; 
et tinea exterminat. X111. 6. ederunt (for ediderunt, us pe, 
leſs we aſcribe this error to a copyiſt) fructum. xiv te; 
benedixit eos. Miſtakes of this nature, as well as a wir: th, 
ſervile attention to the idiom of the Greek, betray Bur d 
tranſlator, who was neither a native Italian, nor h led 
learned the language by the rules of grammar *. pt to 


[cove 


lenga 


At other times we find expreſſions, that have the 3 ag 
pearance of being improper, and yet may be juſtified 220 
the uſage of the Latin language. For inſtance Ma late 
v. 32. dimiſſam adulterat. v. 43. odies inimicum. . unte 
in abſconſo. vi. 6. vii. 9. 11. petere aliquem, in the f egant 
of to requeſt any one.” vii. 9. alio, as a dative. vi. hic 
unus ſcriba, where unus reſembles a modern indetem tt in e 
nate article, and in the ſame manner ix. 18. princplhs of ; 
unus. xi. J. lamentavimus. xiii. 15. cluſerunt oculoli1,,, 
xiv. 22. juſſit diſcipulis ſuis. xviii. 24. decem mi tern 


talenta. Theſe are remnants of the Latin, as {pot ſerious 
by the illiterate, eſpecially in the Provinces . Fe I the 
language abounds with phraſes in common life, hs mentin 
a claſſic writer endeavours to avoid: the moſt accu bred for 


are expoſed indeed to the danger of ſometimes inade the , 


tel 
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-ntly admitting them, even where the ſeriouſneſs of the 
\bject requires a dignity of language; but if they occur 
0 often, and are even ungrammatical and vulgar, they 
etray either an author without education, or a foreigner, 
ho had learnt the language by rote, in the company of 
ge illiterate. 0 


ul To thoſe above enumerated may be added certain 
1, ords, which are uſed in a ſenſe that is very rare in the 
a WW: fic writers. Opinio is uſed in the ſenſe of © report,” 
end atth, 111. 24. XIV. 1. XXIV. 6. Salmacidus, a word 
b. oted by Cicero from Ennws ?, is found James iii. 1 T. 


Ito fole æſtuarunt, Matth. x11. 6. where æſtuo is uſed 
the ſame poetical ſenſe, as it is applied by Virgil. 


5 Ae 


b. l Cumque exuſtus ager morientibus æſtuat herbis. 
lun preſſions of this kind are very numerous, and they 
ed þ cover either the native of a province, who is unable to 
m engage himſelf of his provincialiſms, or a foreigner 
eo could form no judgement of the propriety of lan- 
t, urige, but in writing ſerious proſe adopted either the 
XV ies of common life, or ſuch as he could recollect 


5 4100 
eta! 


or hab 


dm the poets “. | | | 

But the Latin of theſe verſions is not therefore to be 
ated with contempt, for though no ſcholar would at- 
wi to imitate their ſtyle, he may learn by their means 
language in a greater extent. For it is certain that 
man can know more than the half of a language, 
tlie an adequate notion of its etymology, who is 
ſuainted only with the ſmall portion, that is preſerved 
elegantly written books. Thoſe phraſes of common 
„which are uſed by men of liberal education at fur- 


the ir 
hed D 
Maith 
d. vl, F 
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Vu. 10 


dete in epiſtolary correſpondence, and even the expreſ- 
prina of the illiterate are not unworthy the notice of 
t oculo ology. We are indebted to the Latin comedies for 
m mu terms in the mouths of vulgar characters, which 


as (porous writer could uſe, when ſpeaking in his gwn per- 
„ ußß litheſe are received with pleaſure by every critic, as 
fe, WE: enting his treaſure of Latin words, no cauſe can be 
t accused for treating the Vulgate with contempt, which 
$ * ide above-mentioned reaſon T would prefer to the 
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- genius of the Latin. Theſe ſurpaſs all that is obſeriath 


membra videtur reſolvere: ſed non eſt nifi ambiguæ vocis, cujus ig 
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Bible of Caſtellio. I have frequently converſed on th 
ſubject with the celebrated Geſner, who uſed to ſay tu 
the Vulgate was to him an auctor claſſicus, not becu 
he could learn from it to write elegant Latin, but he. 
cauſe it enabled him to ſurvey the Latin language in 
whole extent. The genuine original meaning of fun. 
mentum and cælicolæ may be learnt from theſe ancien 
verſions. | | 

Laſtly, they contain very numerous Hebraiſms, u 
rather Syriaſms, that are diametrically oppoſite to th 


CT. 
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of this kind in the Greek Teſtament, not excepting ti 
Goſpels of St. Matthew and St. Mark. We cans 
therefore account for them as imitations of the origin 
and we are naturally led to ſuppoſe that ſome of thet 
verſions were made by Jewiſh converts, whoſe nate 
language was the Syriac. In the Cure in Actus Apdl 
Syriacos, p. 168—173. I took notice of ſeveral exanyl 
in which traces may be diſcovered of the Syriac edition 
Ridley, who from the hint which J had given, prot 
cuted-the inquiry ſtill further, collected in the 9b. f 
of his Diſſertatio de verſionibus Syriacis ſtill more « 
amples, among which that of Rom. ix. 25. is for 
markable, though it appears to be doubtful, that Iml 


ſubjoin it in a note with the author's own words, Tho 
5 | Wh 


n Ad eundem modum Rom. ix. 25. legimus in textu, xa 79 
Azov ov, Acgey Enn: Ka TIV OUR NY ET pernv, NY ATTAE1TV: Nullus ll 
dubitandi locus. Vertit tamen latinus, wocabo non plebem mean, pul 
meam et non diletam, dileftam: et nom miſericordiam conſeculum 
ſericordiam conſecutam. Nullius codicis fretus auctoritate unum n. 


ficationem non tenebat interpres, in utrumque ſenſum explicatio. 
rus enim tranſtulit A432] Ns. Prius vero, dun 
pingerentur vocales, dubium eſſet, an fit 20 dilectam, dilectan 
Greco, an, non miſericordiam conſecutam, miſericordiam conſecutam, Nee, Kan 
Hebrzo. Latinus igitur in utrumque ſenſum vocem, non Grete 
ſed Syriacam, interpretatus eſt. But this example, though ver} ; 
ſible, leads to no abſolute certainty, becauſe ovz nana is the 0 
of the Septuagint, Hoſ. i. 6. ii. 23. from which the Latin reading 
miſericordiam conſgcutam* might have been taken. 
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no officiated as teachers in the Chriſtian communities 
uring the firſt century, were chiefly Jewith converts, 
r being inſtructed from their youth in the knowledge 
f the Old Teſtament, they were better qualified to ex- 
an the New, than one born and educated in idolatry. 
nd it is not improbable that theſe very perſons applied 
demſelves to tranſlating, that each community might 
Mo the New Teſtament in its native language ©. 

In the Greek-Latin manuſcripts the tranſlators have 
metimes groſſly offended againſt the rules of the Latin 
ammar, and they ſeem to have been led into error by 
too ſervile adherence to the idiom of the Greek, being 
obably better maſters of the latter than of the former. 

The language of theſe verſions has had material in- 
ence on the Latin of the church, which 1s not only 
claſſical, but has a tincture of the Oriental idiom, 
pugh in a much lower degree than the verſions them- 
yes l. | | 


> - > . ene - 4 


S- o AST: 


ther remarks in reſpect to the origin, antiquity, and au- 
thors of the old Latin verſions. 


HAVE obſerved in the preceding ſection, that the 
oldeſt Latin verſions appear to have been made by 
ve Jews, and therefore written in he firſt century. 
ls concluſion is confirmed by the teftimony of Au- 
Wn, who refers them to the earlieſt ages of Chriſti- 
„and the premiſes receive additional probability 
the circumſtance, that Oriental proper names are 
times written in the Latin Teſtament not accord- 
o the Greek, but the Syriac orthography ; for in- 
, Narsgvastf is written Caphernaum, with ph, as in 
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och, as it is in Syriac Ie. A knowledge of 
E orthographical minutiæ in Oriental names, added 
e badneſs of the Latin, is an evident proof chat the 
FU Was not a native of Italy *. | 
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The reaſon, which induced Mill to refer the orignd 
the oldeſt Latin verſion no higher, than to the time of Py 
Pius in the middle of the ſecond century, that the Chr 
tians in Rome during the firſt century, who came fin 
Egypt, Judza, and other countries, were acquainted u 
Greek, and therefore not in need of a tranſlation, is ha 
of any weight. For it preſuppoſes without proof, thattk 
verſion was firſt made for the uſe of the Chriſtian con: 
munity in Rome, whereas it is certain that the great! 
part were written for the uſe of the provincial towsn 
Nor muſt we forget that many members of h 
Chriſtian church were of the loweſt clafs, who were 
able to comprehend the New Teſtament in the orig 
| It ſeems likewiſe to be an error in Mill af 
other critics, when they ſuppoſe that the Latin verin 
was made by public authority, or under the direc 
the biſhop of Rome: for it is inconſiſtent with the x 
count of Auguſtin, the only writer from whom we a 
derive information, who ſays, ut cuivis in manus yell 
codex Grecus, et aliquantulum facultatis fibi uti 
linguz habere videbatur, auſus eſt interpretari*. Nos 
is very improbable, if a tranflator had been appoint 
by a biſhop, or a council, that a writer would have 
choſen, who was ſo little maſter of the Latin. 14 
therefore of the ſame opinion with Ridley, and fyp 
that the real ſtate of the cafe was as follows. The N 
Teſtament was read in the Chriſtian churches, n 
ſame manner as the Old Teſtament in the J-wilb/ 
gogues ; and as the Jews, after reading the origin! 
brew, explained it by a Chaldee paraphraſe, the U 
tian biſhops, and public teachers expounded the pi 
in Latin, which they firſt read in the Greek. I 
beginning, this was done ex tempore, but by d 
in order to facilitate the public ſervice, theſe tranſl 
were committed to writing, and at length commun 
to the different members. By theſe means we mn 
count for their great variety, and the confuſion, N 
zht have been avoided by a verſion ordained o 
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8 * . -XXYL 
Of the great confufion, into which theſe verſions gradually fell. 


HE confuſion, unavoidable in theſe verſions from 

their very commencement, arole by degrees to 
ſuch a height, that Jerom, in his preface to the Goſpels, 
complains that no one copy reſembled another. To the 
practice of putting together parts of ſeparate tranflations, 
and making in this manner a motley compoſition, we 
may likewiſe add the three following cauſes. 

1. The expreſſions of one Evangeliſt were transferred 
into the writings of another, and by theſe means the four 
oſpels converted, as it were, into four Harmonies. 
erom, in the above- mentioned preface, makes the fol- 


2 "WW owing complaint: magnus ſiquidem in his noſtris codi- 
* cibus error inolevit, dum quod in eadem re alius Evan- 
C 


geliſta plus dixit, in alio, quia minus putaverint, addi- 
lerunt: aut dum eundem ſenſum alius aliter expreſſit, 
le, qui unum e quatuor legerat, ad ejus exemplum cæ- 
eros quoque æſtimaverit emendandos. Unde accidit, 
t apud nos mixta ſint omnia, et in Marco plura Lucæ 
t Matthæi, rurſum in Matthæo plura Joannis et Marci, 
t cæteris reliquorum, que alus propria ſunt, inveniantur. 
2. Marginal notes, conſiſting either of expoſitions, or 
nl traditions, concerning the hiſtory of Chriſt, were 
erted by ſubſequent tranſcribers in the text. 
3. It was uſual, in countries where Latin was ſpoken, 
o accompany the Greek manuſcripts with a Latin tranſ- 
non, which was written either in a column parallel to 
pe Greek text, or immediately under it. Now it ap- 
jars from the inſpection of theſe Greek-Latin manu- 
npts, that the object of tranſcribers was ſometimes to 
nder both texts as nearly alike as poſſible, and as they 
ere often men of no learning, they were expoſed to the 


em ee of altering the Latin improperly. Of this the 
1 1 lowing is an inftance : exaro cxomeres, Phil. ii. 4. 
a F ang written according to the ancient manner EKAE- 


NLIKONOYNTEEZ, a copyiſt unacquainted with the 
| 1 4 — 
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Greek grammar might falſely divide it into wary 
dor , and this was actually done by the writer of th 
Codex Boernerianus, for he has altered the Latin tun 
lation into ſinguli laborantes. 
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Critical uſe of the Latin verſion. 


IN reſpect to the value and critical application of th 
Latin verſion, or verſions, to the diſcovery of genune 
readings in the Greek text, the opinions of the leartet 
have been not only divided, but even diametrically q: WH chap. 
poſite. Some have paſſed the higheſt encomiums a In! 
the purity of the text in the Greek-Latin manuſcript, before 
and have ſuppoſed that the diſcovery of the genune Greek 
Itala, which it is vain to expect, as the hope is foundel great! 
on a miſtaken name, would be of the higheſt import not 01 
ance, in a critical inquiry into the New Teſtament, | (cripts, 
was the opinion of the late Bengel, chat the coincidenc: tac ar 
of the Latin verſion with the Codex Alexandrinus, ws But 
in every inſtance the ſtrongeſt argument in favour oi the N erſalh 
authenticity of a reading: but he meant not the ita poran 
alone, and aſcribed the fame value to the Vulgate, e oth 
publiſhed by Jerom. Its high antiquity, and the pre anch 
of Auguſtin, though theſe relate merely to its item M:fterti 
exactnèſs, have been the chief cauſes of its great au- onde: 
rity. Now this literal exactneſs is often carried ſo ia {icodices, 
as to produce miſtakes againſt the rules of grammir; 
but whether the manuſcripts, in which theſe are ob-: a ag. 
ed, are to be referred to the Itala, or Whether this vs 
written in better Latin, is a point which we are unde of x; 
to determine. If the above-mentioned opinion, to vic Feadings 
I fubſcribed in the firſt edition of this work, be 1c Neu 
the Latin verſion muſt have great influence in decde ether 
on the authenticity of the Greek readings. 
But other critics are of an oppoſite opinion, and tie 


ſuppoſe that the Greek text has been corrupted as I 
J HERE, 1 25 ö cl 
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berleſs examples from the Latin . in which caſe the co- 
incidence of the Greek and Latin texts would rather 
weaken, than ſupport the evidence in favour of a read- 
ing. Theſe were the ſentiments entertained by Wetſtein, 
and his arguments appeared ſo plauſible, that in the 
ſccond edition of this Introduction I became a convert 
to his doctrine. But at preſent I am convinced that the 
| charge is ungrounded, or at leaſt more ſevere, than is 
warranted by fact, and it is more probable that the La- 
tin tranſlation in the Greek-Latin manuſcripts has been 
altered from the Greek, than the Greek from the Latin. 
The alterations, that may have taken place in the Greek, 
might rather be attributed to the Syriac. See below, 
chap. viii. ſeck. 3. 
In che old Latin verſions, thoſe namely which exiſted 
before the time of Jerom, or have been added in the 
Greek-Latin manuſcripts ſince that period, is a very 
great number of excellent readings, that are confirmed 
not only by the beſt and moſt ancient Greek manu- 
ſcripts, but by other ancient verſions, eſpecially the Sy- 
rac and the Coptic. | 
But we cannot therefore conclude that they are uni- 
Ae rerſally genuine, for examples might be given of im- 
portant readings, in which one Latin verſion contradicts 
6 the other: and whoever compares the Evangeliarium of 
pre Blanchini, will ſee with his own eyes the truth of Jerom's 
allertion, ſi latinis exemplaribus fides eſt adhibenda re- 
zutbo. g bondeant, quibus? tot enim ſunt exemplaria pæne, quot 
odices. In collating the Syriac with ancient Latin ver- 
nm; bons, 1 found one half in favour of the Syriac, the other 
oben- al againſt the Syriac reading. f 
his W As it cannot be denied that the oldeſt Latin verſions 
alone of very high antiquity, notwithſtanding ſome of their 
fadings are falſe, their principal uſe in the criticiſm of 
Ye mee New Teſtament is, that they lead us to a diſcovery 
i the readings of the very ancient Greek manuſcripts, 
at exiſted prior to the date of any that are now ex- 
nd egg. Though we are left in doubt, where their teſti- 
| | | mony 


where is it to be ſought? If it is one of the five mani. 
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mony is different, yet, where their evidence agree, th 
deciſion is of great authority. 


Bengel, who obſerved the want of uniformity in th 2 
Latin text, has recommended an attention to the num. 3 
ber, goodneſs, and antiquity of the manuſcripts, as th K 
ſureſt means of diſcovering the genuine reading. Thi * 
advice would be very applicable, if there had never ex. 4 
iſted more than a ſingle Latin verſion, but in a vari MF 
of different tranſlations, that which is genuine in th F 
one, may be ſpurious in the other; and ſince in every > 
work, the true ext is that which came from the hand ; 
of the author, re may be different readings in diff. ” | 
rent verſion Il of them authentic. 15 

Were it to diſtinguiſh the Itala, a term uſed rao 
by Auguſtin and by him in only a fingle inſtance us 
from the oth in tranſlations, though no extratt 1 | q 
on record whic ht lead to the diſcovery, it would : = 
be {till a matter o at doubt, whether it would delere I by 
the preference in d&rmining the authenticity of a read: 3 
ing. The praiſes beſtowed on it by Auguſtin, as being hed 
more literally exact than the verſions that were common 10 
in Africa, afford no proof that it was taken from a more T 
accurate Greek manuſcript, than other tranſlations. Even ER) 
had it been affirmed by the pious father, yet, as he ws "Fs 


ignorant of Greek, and a total ſtranger to learning in 

eneral, his opinion on that ſubje& would have been of 
little weight. But admitting that the diſcovery of the 
Itala would reward the pains employed in the ſearch, 


ſcripts publiſhed by Blanchini, how is it to be diftin- 
guiſhed ? Or ſhall we conclude that the Itala is thi 
from which the Latin fathers have borrowed their quo 


tations ? Now theſe quotations diſagree among then BW to em 
ſelves, and could not therefore have been taken fron tin 
the ſame verſion : but ſetting this circumſtance alide, , none v 
is a very arbitrary inference, that the Latin father, i this uf 
different parts of the Roman empire, have conſtan BW (7 at 


recurred to the verſion commended by a writer of ** 


0 
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in preference to thoſe in uſe in their reſpective churches. 
| Nay, Auguſtin himſelf, though he commended the Itala, 
| might have quoted from the verſion that was uſual in 
his own country, 1n the fame manner, as German divines, 
he though they preferred a later tranſlation, would till 
15 quote the Bible from that of Luther. 

® | It were to be wiſhed, that the various readings of the 
e old Latin manuſcripts were carefully collected, and an- 
i nexed, on a more extenſive plan, to ſuch editions as 
el thoſe of Mill and Wetſtein: but they ſhould be arranged 
and in ſuch a manner, as to prevent their being confounded 
ite | with thoſe collected from Greek manuſcripts. By the 
editions of Sabatier and Blanchini, the taſk is rendered 
much eaſier than before, but theſe alone are not ſuffi- 
cient, and the work would be imperfect without a col- 
lection of manuſcripts. Theſe muſt not be quoted in 
a vague manner Codices Latini, ftill leſs muſt the word 
Itala be uſed, but the different manuſcripts muſt be 
eat carefully diſtinguiſhed from each other, by their re- 


1 ſpective titles, Latina Vercellenſis, Latina Veronenſis, 
as __— | 
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The foregoing wiſh, which I expreſſed in a former 
edition, Profeſſor Grieſbach has already begun to put 
in execution *. | 


een of | ——— — 
x the | | 1 5 
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55 Correction by Jerom jo 
that | him E great confuſion which prevailed in the copies 
r of the old Latin verſion, induced Pope Damaſus 
* 0 employ Jerom in correcting it; and among all the 
n from Latin fathers, before and after his time, it ſeems that 


fide, 1 none was better qualified for the taſk. Jerom finiſhed 
ers n this uſeful work about the year 384, and he ſays him- 
ſtant) ſelf, at the end of his Catalogus de ſcriptoribus eccle- 
Ain laſticis, Novum Teſtamentum Græcæ fidei reddidi.” 
abncius Stapulenſis, and others, have underſtood 78 

EE” | Only 


U 
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only of the Goſpels, becauſe he ſays, in the preface u 
the Goſpels, hæc præſens prefatiuncula pollicetur tan. 
tum quatuor Evangelia, codicum Græcorum emendat 
collatione. But Simon, in the ſeventh chapter of his 
Hiſt. Crit. des Verſ. very juſtly obſerves, that Jerom, in 
his letter to Marcellus, complains of thoſe perſons who 
preferred the old verſion to the new, and that he is there 
ſpeaking of the epiſtles of St. Paul; and further, tha 
the Vulgate, after the time of Jerom, was manifeſtly 
different from the old verſion, in all the books of the 
New Teſtament ; whence we may naturally conclude, 
that the correction was not confined to the four Goipel, 
He partly expunged the fpurious readings, and partly 
corrected the tranſlations, which appeared to be err- 
neous; but it muſt be confeſſed, that, with the beſt in- 
tention, he has ſometimes altered for the worſe. He 
conſtantly appeals to the Greek original, as the touch- 
ſtone, by which the verſion muſt be tried: but he ac- 
knowledges himſelf, that he attempted not to amend 
all the errors, but only thoſe of the greateſt importance, 
and hence we may explain the reaſon why his commen- 
tary ſometimes differs from his verſion *. We ſhall find 
in the ſequel, that the preſent Vulgate of the church cf 
Rome agrees not entirely with Jerom's verſion: and 
perhaps this may be the reaſon why it ſometimes di 
agrees with that father's commentary. The two learned 
Benedictine monks, Martianay and Pouget, publiſhed 
the genuine verfion. of Jerom, from a very beautiful 
manuſcript at Paris, in 1693, under the title Sand 
Euſebii Hieronymi divina bibliotheca hactenus inedit 
and prefixed to it their excellent Prolegomena, be 
which, and to Simon, chap. 7—12. I refer my readers 
for a more full account of it, and of the preſent Vu 
gate, than the nature of this work permits“. 
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... 
Fate of the Vulgate after the time of Ferom. 


HE new edition of the Vulgate by Jerom, ſuper- 
ſeded not the old and uncorrected verſion, for the 
labour of the learned father was regarded by many as a 
blameable innovation, the old verſion was ſtill permitted 
| by the Church of Rome, and when Leander Biſhop of 
Seville inquired of the Pope which of the two deſerved 
the preference, he received for anſwer, ſedes Apoſtolica, 
cui præſideo, utraque tranſlatione utitur. This was car- 
ried fo far, chat the Anglo- ſaxon verſion, was taken from 
the old Latin, not from the corrected Vulgate of Jerom“. 
In the courſe of time the verſions were intermixed with 
each other, a confuſion of which Caffiodorus was. the 
principal cauſe, who ordered them to be written together 
in parallel columns, that the old verſion might be cor- 
rected by the Vulgate : and though Alcuin by command 
of Charlemagne provided more accurate copies?, it fell 


again into ſuch confuſion, and was fo disfigured by innu- 
en. merable miſtakes of the copyiſts, that the manuſcripts 
* of the middle age, materially differ from the firſt edi- 
0 


tons, that appeared in print. The mixed text of the 


and middle ages 1s found in a higher or lower degree, in all 

di the manuſcripts of the Vulgate, that were written during 

* that period. The moſt celebrated is that preſerved in 
e 


the Library of the Monaſtery of St. Emeram in Ratiſ- 
bon, written in the year 870, by the order and the ex- 
pence 


* See Wetſtein's Prolegomena p. 84. The words of Theganus in du 
Chelne Scriptores Francici, Tom. II. p. 277. are worthy of notice, be- 
taule it appears from them, that the Latin verſion was collated not 
only with the Greek, but with the Syriac. © Dominus imperator nihil 
aud cpit agere, niſi in orationibus et eleemonſynis vacare, et libros 
"rrigere, Nam quatuor evangelia Chriſti in ultimo anno ante obitus 
ſu diem cum Græcis et Syris optime correxerat.* In the page of Wet- 
ſtein's Prolegomena, which follows that above-quoted, an account is 


n lacreg criticiſm, 


E of ether alterations, that were made in the Vulgate during the mid- 
. ©3863; butT omit them at preſent, becauſe they are of little importance 
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pence of Charles the Bald, in golden letters, bound in 
gold, and ſet with pearls and precious ſtones. This mz. 
nuſcript belonged to the Abbey of St. Denys, but it wx 
brought to Germany by Arnulphus, and depoſited when 
it is found at pom It contains only the four Gol. 
pels, the text of which deviates in a high degree from 
the preſent Vulgate, and appears to be a confuſed mix. 
ture, though no doubt can be made that all poſlibl 
pains were beſtowed on it. A deſcription of this manu- 
ſcript, with extracts of its variations (that is 'varions 
readings of the preſent Vulgate, and remnants of the old 
verſion) has been given by Coloman Sanftl, Librarian 
of the Monaſtery, in a treatiſe publiſhed in 1986 with 
the following title. Diſſertatio in aureum et pervetuſtum 
SS. evangeliorum codicem MS. monaſterii S. Emerami, 
Ratiſbonz *. 4 

Robert Stephens was the firſt who attempted to reme- 
dy this confuſion, by publiſhing the Latin New Teſts 
ment from ancient manuſcripts in 1543 and 1544, 
Though this edition was rejected and prohibited by the 
Papiſts, on account of errors with which they charged 
the editor, it was uſed by John Hentenius, who derived 
from it very great advantage, and having collated eyenl 
other manuſcripts, publiſhed in 1547 a new and more 
correct edition under the 'inſpe&ion of the Divines d 
Louvain, Theſe again, after having corrected the printel 
text partly from Latin manuſcripts, partly from tie 
original itſelf, publiſhed at Louvain in 1573 an edition 
of the Bible, that is much ſuperior to the preceding 
This was done in conſequence of an order of the coun! 
of Trent, that council being deſirous to have the real. 
ings of the Vulgate examined and aſcertained. But tix 
labour of the Divines of Louvain received not the ent 
approbation of the Pope, and Sixtus the fifth forbad the 
printing of various readings in the Vulgate, an order which 
the members of the Church of Rome evade, by collect. 
ing readings to the ancient verſion. The fame Fox 
commanded a new inſpection of the Vulgate to be made 


in Rome, the reſult of which was a new edition 2 
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eniſhed in 1588, but not made public before 1 590, af- 
er it had undergone a careful reviſal. Sixtus V. pro- 
nounced it, with the clauſe, apoſtolica nobis a domino 
tradita auctoritate, to be the authentic Vulgate, that was 
the object of inquiry in the council of Trent, which he 
ſtyles © perpetuo valituram conſtitutionem. But his ſuc- 
ceflors were of a different opinion, and Clement VIII. 


publiſhed another authentic Vulgate, that differs more 
. an any other edition from that of Sixtus V. and moſtly 
0 reſembles that of Louvain. But in order to preſerve the 
jd nfallibility of the ſovereign pontiff, it was pretended that 


all this was done in conſequence of an order given by Six- 
tus V. with a view of correcting the errors of the preſs, that 
he had diſcovered in his edition. Yet it ſtill remains a flaw 
in the Papal character, of which Proteſtants have taken ad- 


Rome; eſpecially James in his Bellum papale, five con- 
ordia diſcors Sixti V. et Clementis VIII. Londini 1600, 
nd in his Treatiſe on the Corruption of Scripture, &c. 


1 511. But perhaps the Pope has been treated unjuſtly, for 
reed iery legiſlative power, whether temporal, or ſpiritual may 
ved eclare a law in perpetuum valitura, that is, a law that ſhall 


emain in force, till repealed by the power that made it. 
1 oſes has applied to his laws the ſame or ſimilar expreſ- 


es of ns, for inſtance / p, yet the law of Moſes was 

intel antitory, and aboliſhed by Chriſt. As Simon has given 

\ th full account of theſe editions in the 118. chapter, I 

dition er my readers to his critical hiſtory, and at the ſame 

dino me requeſt them to compare Baumgarten's Deſcription 

ouncl remarkable books*. Vol. III. p. 17—34. | 
read. 


zut the — — 


> entire | 

— | oh OE . * = 2 

ſ 7 what manner the V. ulgate is regarded by Papiſis and 
E Pope | Proteſtants. 

e made | HE Church of Rome, and the Proteſtant Church 
at vs BH” conſider this Vulgate in a very different light. By 
kniſhed l extolled too highly, by others unjuſtly depre- 


ciated, 


yantage in a manner that ſenſibly affects the Church of 
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ciated; who ſpeak with contempt of an ancient and «, 


cellent verſion, upon the emendations and editions i "q 
which ſo great care and pains have been beſtowed. Fw 4 
have preſerved a proper medium: 0 f 
The Church of Rome is obliged to treat this verſionwih 6 

the utmoſt veneration, ſince the council of Trent in th i 
ſixth ſeſſion declared the ſame to be authentic, andtobe . 


uſed whenever the Bible is publicly read, and in all difpu- 
tations, ſermons, and expoſitions. The words are ſome- 
what ambiguous, and in' the Latin are as follons: 
inſuper eadem ſacroſancta ſynodus confiderans, non 
parum utilitatis accedere poſſe eccleſiæ Dei, ſi ex omni 
bus latinis editionibus, que circumferuntur facrorun 
librorum, quænam pro authentica habenda fit, inno- 
teſcat, ſtatuit et declarat ut hæc ipſa vetus et yulga: 
editio, quæ longo tot ſeculorum uſu in eccleſia prob 
eſt, in publicis lectionibus, diſputationibus, predicati- 
nibus, et expoſitionibus pro authentica habeatur, et u 
nemo illam rejicere quovis prætextu audeat vel præſi 
mat. Hence ſeveral bigotted Divines of that Church, 
conclude that the Vulgate is abſolutely free from err, 
and that no one is at liberty to vary from it in a tranſl 
tion or expoſition. But the more ſenſible part is of 
different opinion, and interpret the words in a moderate 
ſenſe. According to their explanation, * autthentic' 
ſignifies not *infallible,” but © legal,” and the Coun 
has not declared this verſion to be authentic in all cats 
but only in public readings, diſputations, ſermons, and 
expoſitions, that-1s,' no other verſion ſhall be read in the 
church; and as the Council obſerved in it no cri 
which might lead to other doctrines of faith, that doc 
is pronounced to be proved, which can be proved from 
the Vulgate, and no one is permitted to deliver it 


the pulpit an expoſition, that is not found in this verh0 . 
The words being thus explained, the council of Tre WW cinteg 
did no more than every church has a right to do, "We . 
reſpect to a tranſlation that contains no errors of 112 
and the Church of Rome is the more to be juſtifie 5 tedecet 
it has given the preference to a verſion of the higheſt? haps 
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tiquity. However, I confeſs that there is an ambiguity not 
only in the word authentica, but alſo in the word publicis, 
whether it is to be taken with lectionibus alone, or whe- 
ther it equally belongs to diſputationibus, præqicationi- 


ih bus, and expoſitionibus- Whoever is engaged in con- 
he WW rroverſy with the Romiſh clergy, ſhould acquaint himſelf 
de thoroughly with the Vulgate, and diligently inveſtigate 
l the real ſenſe of its phraſes, as the fared means of diſco- 


vering the truth, and confuting his opponents. In arguin 
for. inſtance, whether marriage be a ſacrament, he muſt 
carefully examine, in what ſenſe ſacramentum is uſed in 
the Vulgate. But inquiries of this nature demand more 
application, more knowledge of Latin and of Chriſtian 
antiquity, and a more intimate acquaintance with the 
hers, than ſuperficial readers imagine. | 

Highly as the Vulgate is extolled by the church of 
Rome, it has been depreciated beyond meaſure at the 
begining of the ſixteenth century by ſeveral learned Pro- 
teſtants, whoſe example was followed by men of inferior 
<biliczes. At the reſtoration of learning, when the faculty 
of writing elegant Latin was the higheſt accompliſhment 
tf a ſcholar, the Vulgate was regarded with contempt as 
bot written with claſſic purity. ' And after the Greek 
Manuſcripts were diſcovered, their readings were preferred 
o thoſe of the Latin, becauſe the New Teſtament was 


rum 
no- 
lg 
obatl 
cati0 
et ul 
ell 
urch, 
elko, 
ranſ\a- 
8 of j 
oderate 
entic 


Com raren in Greek, and the Latin was only a verſion : but 
ll a twas not conſidered that theſe Greek manuſcripts were 
05, oem, in compariſon of thoſe originals from which 
d in 1 e Latin was taken; nor was it known at that time, 
; 2 t the more ancient the Greek manuſcripts and tha 


ther verſions were, the cloſer was their agreement with 


Mo if Vulgate. This has been clearly evinced by Simon, 


ver 4 0 made it a particular object of his attention in his 
* „ iſt. Crit. du Texte et des Verſions du N. T. and has 
ff ur . out the real merits of the Latin verſion. Our 
wr hy bleſt critics, ſuch as Mill and Bengel, have been in- 
iid ced by this treatiſe to abandon the opinion of their 
| b] 


receceſiors, and have aſcribed to the Vulgate a value 


taps greater than it deſerves. 
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S Ä. 
General remarks on the Gothic verſion of Ulphilas, 


A TER altering my opinion more than once up 
1 this ſubject, I am at preſent perſuaded that the 
verſion publiſhed under the name of the Gothic, is realy 
a Gothic, and not a Frankiſh verſion. Thoſe who would 
proſecute this inquiry further than the limits of this in 
troduction allow, may have recourſe to the prefice 
and treatiſes of Marſhall, Benzel, Lye, and Knittel in 
their reſpective editions of the Gothic verſion: to Hei- 

I's Diff. de verſ. Gothica iv. evangeliſtarum, Witten. 

rg 1693: Le Long Bibliotheca facra T. I. p. 11, 
Theſaurus epiſt. La Croz. T. III. p. 78. and Chamber 
layne's Oratio dominica in diverſas omnium fere gentium 
linguas verſa, p. 12 5—149, where the epiſtle of LaCroz, 
is reprinted : Wachter de lingua codicis argente, 
very learned eſſay printed in the ſecond continuation of 
the Miſcellanea Berolinenſia, p. 40—47: and to the fi 
lowing works of Ihre, De lingua codicis argentei, Upſi 
1754. Ulphilas illuſtratus 1752—1 755. and Specimen 
gloſſarii Ulphilani 1753. It is not my deſign to mention 
every author, who has written on this ſubject, but only 
thoſe from whom J have derived inſtruction, to whom 
thoſe readers may refer, who wiſh to have more ampl 
information, than what is contained in the ſhort extract, 
that will be given in this and the following ſections. 
The Goths, to whom the preſent ſubject relates, er 

not only a race diſtin from the Goths of Sweden, but 

derived not even their origin from that country. Ther 
ancient habitation was to the eaſt of the Boryſthens; 
but wandering gradually weſtward towards the province 
of the Roman empire, they at laſt ſettled in Wallach. 
It was during their reſidence in that country that tb 
received a tranſlation of the Bible in their native la 
guage, from their celebrated Biſhop Ulphulas, whole 
name is variouſly written by the Greek and Roman 11 
thors Vulphila*, Urphila, Gilphula, &c. and who ien | 


he Gothic alphabet, or rather compoſed it in imitation 
c the Greek. He tranſlated the Old Teſtament as well 
the New, without the exception of any ſingle book, for 


n ough Philoſtorgius * aſſerts that Ulphilas omitted the 
he book of Kings, from an apprehenſion that the martial ſpi- 
ly It of his nation might be rouſed by the relation of the 
Id ewiſh wars, yet this opinion has been confuted by Knit- 


Wc! in his learned commentary“. | 

The author of this verſion, who has had the good 
tune enjoyed by few ancient tranſlators of the Bible, 
Þ have his name tranſmitted to poſterity, was by birth 
Cappadocian, and lived in the middle of the fourth 
ntury, Philoſtorgius places him in the reign of Con- 


neration, and to have called him the Moſes of his time. 


ertain from the accounts of Socrates, Sozomen, and 
heodoret, that Ulphilas lived in the time of Valens 


en in an embaſſy that took place in 378. His life 


ime belt deſcribed by Archbiſhop Benzel in the preface to 
tion edition of Ulphilas*. | 
only Eecleſiaſtical writers have ranked him among the 


ins, and have obſerved, what appears to be no very 
Ment remark, that the Arian doctrines have had no 
uence on his verſion of the Bible. It is ſaid that the 
todox of antiquity have never repreſented the Gothic 
ver die as ſpurious, and that in thoſe pats of it which are 
ant, no traces can be diſcovered of a corruption in 
Ther pour of the opinions of Arius. This obſervation might 
bens; © importance it the Arians had the ſame temptation 
0v10ce5 BI ler paſſages of ſcripture as the Socinians, or if among 
lacht ſagments of the Gothic verſion, thoſe paſſages were 


at we extant chat contain the chief arguments for Chriſt's 


ty. An Arian, who believes the Son of God not 

„ we to have exiſted before all created beings, but that 

man au. Ks the creator himſelf, could be under no neceſſity 

nyented tering even the firſt Thapter of St. John's Goſpel, 

de 1 | becaule 

? Hiſt, eccleſ. Lib. II. c. 5. 4 Sect. 255. 
1 2 


| Ire. XX XI Ancient Verſions of the M. T. 1 31 


antine the Great, who is faid to have held him in great 


but this was a miſtake in Philoſtorgius, becauſe it is 


d Valentinian, and was even employed by his coun- 
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becauſe the whole controverſy depends, not ſo much d 
the words themſelves, as on the mode of explaining then, 
But the five firſt chapters of this Goſpel are no long 
extant, and in the few fragments of the epiſtle tothe 
Romans, the principal paſſage, ch. ix. 5. the on un 
which can create difficulty to an Arian, 1s wanting, | 
appears therefore extraordinary, that Knittel ſhould make 
uſe of this argument* as a proof that our preſent verim 
is really the Gothic of Ulphilas, and not anotherancet 
German tranſlation, when in the few fragments thut r 
main, there is hardly a paſſage where an opportunityfi 
corruption could have taken place. 

An account of the teſtimonies which the ancients hae 
given of the Gothic verſion, may be ſeen in the 250. 
ſection of Knittel's treatiſe ; I ſhall therefore only oblene 
that it appears from the Martyrology of Nicetas, pt 
ſerved by Simeon Metaphraſtes?, that the verſion 1 
made immediately from the Greek. It is neceſſay 
to make this obſervation, becauſe later writers hat 
doubted, whether it was not taken from the Latin. B 
independent of this evidence, it would be natural 
conclude that a native Cappadocian, who was Biſhop 
a nation in the neighbourhood- of Conſtantinople, an 
was ſent ambaſſador to the Greek emperor, would 
late from the original Greek, with which he was mc 
better acquainted, than with the Latin verſion. 

There is a paſſage of importance on this ſub 
which has eſcaped the notice of the writers ment 
in the begining of this ſection. It is found in very & 
barous Latin, at the end of a manuſcript preſerved 
Breſcia, containing the old Latin verſion of the four c 
pels, and quoted by Blanchini in the Prolegomem 
the firſt volume of his Evangeliarium quadruplex p.! 
ſed ut dixi, quæ ipſe a vero propheta ſuſcepta vobs 
didi, proſequimini, et ſi minus plenæ adfertions* 
videbuntur, et ideo ne in interpretationibus lingua 


ſecundum quæ in interiora libri oſtenduntur, A 
| | 239 MN 


4 


, 
"IF" : us et 
r Caret Codex Argenteus omni Arianorum corruptione. Pur 
hac labe Carolinus Codex nofter, F 265. 
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eeatur. Aliud in Græca lingua, aliud in Latina vel 
Pothica, deſignata eſſe conſcripta, illud advertat quis, 
od fi pro diſeiplina lingua diſcrepationem oſtendit, 
] unam tamen intentionem concurrit. Though this 
kfſage is not very intelligible, yet ſo much may be 


un athered from it, that the Gothic verſion was known in 
. | ay, and that a diſtinction was made between it and the 
make atin verſion. - It is explained at length by Semler in 
fern js eſſay on the Gothic verſion*, who conſidered it as a 


ncient 
hat fe- 
nity for 


eface to a collation of the Gothic text with the Greek 
d Latin, | | | | 

1 — 8 
ts hare 
e 255 
oblemt 


S ET. XXI. | 
Yf the fragments, that have been hitherto diſcovered of the 
M  - Gothic Bible. | 5: 

E have only a few remains of this, in many re- 
ers be ſpects, important verſion. The principal of theſe 
contained in the famous Codex Argenteus, which 
un 0%" the four Goſpels, though not without conſiderable 
ems. It is written on vellum, and has received the 


...... Ir: PE > 


D 


ple, me of argenteus from its ſilver letters, but the initials 
11d golden. The deep impreſſion of the ſtrokes makes 


as ma probable that the letters were either imprinted with 
eum iron, or cut with a graver and afterwards, co- 
ured. This deep impreſſion has been of uſe in diſco- 
nentoneenng the letters, where the colour is faded. The 
very du odabet is ſuch as might be 2 from Ulphilas, 
ay fimilar to no Known alphabet, but a manifeſt 
four b npoſition of the Greek and Latin. When this book 
omem Ws frft diſcovered, it was bound very irregularly; but 


5 
3 
: 
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plex. p. ws reduced it to the order, in which it is found at 1 
vobis dent. Some of the zealous advocates for this manu- f 
tions "2 pt have maintained, that' it is the very copy, which q 
ingua PIphilas wrote with his own hand. Now it is not only 
Ir, beg =) probable, that the only copy, which is now extant » 

vides ould be preciſely the original, but Ihre has diſcovered 
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ſeveral various readings in the margin, a circumſtaa 
which clearly ſhews it to have been written at a tine 
when ſeveral tranſcripts had been already made. 

We have no knowledge of this important manuſcry 
prior to the diſcovery of it in the Abbey of Werdenn 
Weſtphalia, whence it was brought to Prague, and ther 
fell into the hands of the Swedes, who ſent it to Sueden 
After lying fome time in the library of Que 
Chriſtina, it ſuddenly diſappeared, without any one, 
being able to account for the loſs, and was again brought 
to light in the Netherlands, Some have ſuppoſed thu 
Iſaac Voſſtus received it as a preſent from the 
others that he brought it away by. ſtealth, but Magnu 
Gabriel de la Gardie repurchaſed it for 690 dollars, and 
preſented it to the Univerſity of Upſal, where it remain 
at preſent. 5 

This part of the Gothic verſion has been four tin 
printed. The title of the firſt edition is QuatuorD, 
N. Jeſu Chriſti evangeliorum verſiones perantiquæ dis 
Gothica ſcilicet et Angloſaxonica: quarum illam & 
celeberrimo codice argenteo nunc primum depromplt 
Franc. Junius, hanc autem ex codicibus manuſcryts 
collatis emendatius recudi curavit Thomas Mareſhalus 
Anglus, cujus etiam obſervationes in utramque vets 
onem ſubnectuntur. Acceſſit et Gloſſarium Gothiem 
cui præmittitur alphabetum - Gothicum, Rum, 
& c. opera ejuſdem Fr. Junii. Dordrechti 1665. Tis 
edition is printed in Gothic letters, or ſuch as are f 
in the Codex Argenteus, and was reprinted at Amſterda 
in 1684. But another edition was printed in Latin let. 
ters in 167 at Stockholm, accompanied with the Iſland 
iſh, the Swediſh, and the Latin Vulgate, _ 

In theſs:thres editions, of which the two latter we 
taken from the former, were many inaccuracies yy 
aroſe from the difficulty of decyphering the letters, ma 
of which were illegible in conſequence of the cue | 
being faded, while others were rendered obſcure by "RE 1s t 
deep impreſſion of the letters in the front of the "Wi the ( 


To remove theſedifficulties, a critic was neceſſary, ho . | 0 b 
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m. ery good eyes united both a knowledge of the language, 


ad leiſure and induſtry for the undertaking. The 

oediſh Archbiſhop Benzel, who was Head Librarian at 
Upfal, devoted whole years to the ſtudy of the Codex 
Argenteus, but after having taken a freſh copy, written 
W Latin tranſlation, and prepared the whole for the preſs, 


0 . „ 
85 the world was depri ved of this excellent man , who died in 
au 743 at the time that he intended to publiſh his new 


edition. However the taſk was finiſhed by Lye, who 
Wprefixed a ſhort but excellent preface, and likewiſe a 
Gothic grammar, as appears from the following title, 


Veen, 5 = 5 . 14 

n crorum evangeliorum verſio Gothica, ex codice ar- 
\ nl eateo emendata atque ſuppleta, cum interpretatione 
mam tina et annotationibus Erici Benzelii, non ita pridem 


uchiepiſcopi Upſalienſis, Edidit, obſervationes ſuas 


tines decir,” et grammaticam Gothicam præmiſit Edwardus 
or D. Lye A. M. Oxonii e typographeo Clarendoniano, 17 50. 


de this edition, which is printed with Gothic letters, the 
m ei rors of the preceding are corrected, and many of the 
ouch rous readings, with which the Gothic verſion furniſhes 
crpts de Greek Teſtament, are remarked in the notes, 
hallus This is the beſt, edition hitherto publiſhed, but it 
vet appeared, from à later and till more accurate ex- 
hem nation of the original manuſcript, that many errors 
nico; l remain to be corrected. The learned Ihre publiſhed 
Tü 1752 and 1955, two ſmall eſſays that bear the title 
- found" Ulphilas illuſtratus, in. which. the erroneous paſſages 


Lal four editions are correctiy primed in Latin letters, 
cmpanied with a Latin tranſlation and notes. Fu- 
re critics therefore, who would correct the miſtakes in 
be various readings collected from the Gothic verſion 


er we! Mall, Bengel and Wetſtein, and ſupply what they 
es tuffi omitted, muſt to. Lye's edition join the Ulphilas 
s, maWMltratys of Ihre, who has diſcovered not leſs than 536 
colour ts in the Goſpels only of St. Matthew and St. Mark, 
e by s true, that many have no influence on the readings 
he 1a the Greek text: yet-on a, compariſon of. the extracts 
pho! e by Wetſten with the Ulphilas illuſtratus, I have 


reted the following paſſages, Luke 1. 29. ii. 4. 
| 14 : 8 V. 34 


n * 
K 


X22 


«+. _—_————— . — —ʒ— 
„„ ng  I E B.3 57 rt. + Ty Ln F 


— 


r 


" 
; 
x 
> 

6 

7 
£ 
1 
3 
; 
; 
J 
4 


=» © aL 
= r * 


122 


136 Ancient V erſions of the N. T. cananfif 


V. 34. vi. 12. 20. vii. 6. 20. 40, viii. 2. 24. 30, 37.9 
ix. 3. 38. 41. 50. xy. 31, xvii. 9. 36. and ſeveral oe 
The above mentioned works of Ihre, which are dif 
to be procured out of Sweden, have been publiſhedh 
Büſching in 1773 under the following title, Joh 
ab Ihre ſeripta verſionem Ulphilanam et Mzſogothica 
illuſtrantia ab ipſo auctore emendata, noviſque accely 
, -, 
In the year, 763 was publiſhed another fragmei tie 
Ulphilas,-taken from the Codex Carolinus in the Hild 
brary of Wolfenbüttel. In this library is preſerved i 
ancient manuſcript, Written in the 80. or 98. centun,q 
the Origenes Ilidori Hjſpalenſis, a part of which is ung 
on vellum, on which part had been written the verkd 
of Ulphilas in-Gothig, characters, accompanied win 
old Latin verſion in a parallel column, Through ht 
rance of its value, he yelhum leaves had been gradul 
torn out to ſerve for coverings to othet books, but iti 
fortunately. diſcovered by Eitel before the whole lf 
deſtroyed, who with very great difficulty decypha 
the Gothic and the Latin, which he publiſhe wit 
learned notes and effays under the Kelowtns bite, 


: 


« * P 


1 
. 


philz verſionem Gothicam nonnullorum zpitum, a Ive | 
tolæ Pauli ne —— ex litura codicis cui a 
manuſcripti reſcripti, qui in Auguſta apud Guelp hen e 
tanos bibliotheca adverſatur, una cum variis variz k 
teraturæ monumentis hucuſque ineditis, eruit, comme 
tatus eſt, datque foras Franc. Anton. Knittel. It con e 
only the few following paſſages, Rom. xi. )- 
Xit. 1-5. 179—21, xiii. 15. Xiy, 920. xv. 31 


- — 
* 


yet he has collected from them 39 various reading 
the Greek teſtament, of which one third howerer Mer 
be referred rather to the idiom of the Gothic dag e 
than to a variation in the text of the Greek manuſc 

from which the verſion was made. The Latin tral 
tion, which occupies the firſt column, appears to 
been made in the ſixth century in Italy, a cifcumun 
which will remind the reader of an obſervation ubid 
made above, reſpecting the uſe of the Gothic ven f 
gs a TO PS. 28 Fe: 5 
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of this fragment Ihre publiſhed a new and very im- 
"len cant edition that bears the following title, Fragmenta 
dint fonis Ulphilanz continentia particulas aliquot epiſtolæ 
Romanos haud pridem ex codice reſcripto biblio- 
ohm cz Guelpherbytanæ a Franc. Ant. Knittel edita, 
otlin nc cum aliquot annotationibus typis reddita a Johanne 
acc e. Accedunt duæ diſſertationes ad philologiam 

"= fogothicam ſpectantes. Upſaliæ 1763. This pub- 
-meit (ation ſhould be in the hands of eyery critic, who would 


"the id on a ſolid foundation. 
ved i A in 
atun, 


* 5 : 21 . 1 


ü be Language" of this 'verfion, and whether it ſhould be 

* daulled Gothic or Frankiſh, ah 

Sf LL HAVE taken for granted in the two laſt ſections, that 
e verſion publiſhed under the name of the Gothic, 


hole hon publiuhed UNGET ; 
17 really ſuch, and to be attributed to Ulphilas, though 


wick nll” 2 fubject.on Which tlie learned have been much 


ded. | It muſt. however be remarked, that thoſe who 


title, ed. It muſt however JATK« 
n e deen moſt eminently diſtinguiſhed for Gothic li- 


um e 

claſſe, and have devored the greateſt attention te the 
cloth o6ex bene Marſhall, Junius, Wachter“, Ben- 
aft Lye, Ihre and Knittel, are unanimouſly of opinion 
comma the verſion, is Gothic. On the other hand, there 
t contall ave not been wanting men of profgund learning, who 
EE ſuppoſed it to have been written within the limits 
zie many, and havg taken it in particular for a Frank- 
ang verſion: but we muſt allow, that theſe have been in 


wever in 5 un or 

e dungs than the Gothic, and that they have not im- 
nanuſch e applied to the ſtudy of the Codex Argenteus, 
in tram the ſame induſtry, as thoſe whom I have menti- 
s to dd above, EO» : | 
CUM i | It 


EY ich . | \ 8 Mm. Y n 5 f 

5; 17 In vg Miſcellanea Berolinenſia. Contin. I. p. 4047. 
Velen, lu bis Diſſertatio de lingua Codicis Argentei publiſhed in 1754+ 
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It is ſaid that Hickes was the firſt who doubted ye. 
ther the Codex Argenteus were Gothic. Arnas Magnzy 
in a letter to Baſſewitz, publiſhed in Lye's preface p 
has hkewiſe expreſſed ſome doubts on this ſubje&: by 
in fact his opinion amounts only to this, that the lu. 
guage of the Codex Argenteus more nearly reſembles ti 
German than the Swediſh,” and therefore that it w 
more probably written by ſome German tribe, than 
a race of Goths that might have come from Sweden, 
La Croze in the above-mentioned letter to Chamberlam 
goes ſtill further, and maintains it to be a Frankiſh vel. 
on, which he fupports with ſd many fpecious argument, 
that many of the learned, among others Bayer“, har 
ſuſcribed to this opinion. 'Wetftein'in his Prolegomen 
expreſſes the ſame ſentiments, and Moſheim thought ty 
have diſcovered a new argument in its favour which he, 
communicated to me in converſation, and intended p 
have delivered at large in the Relationes de libris now 
in reviewing Lye's edition of Ulphilas. But as thi 
recenſion never took place, I will quote che argumet 
in a following ſectiori, that it may not be loſt to the wor 
though I am at prefenit perfuaded, chat the whole opinia 

Wenner conan 2, 
A decifion in p of ths more difficult, 
beſide the fragments, which are the ſubje& of dip 
no books are extant, that were yritten in the language 

thofe Goths, who wandered: from the banks of the N. 


* 


ryſthenes to Italy and Spain. And what has greatly col. 


tributed to perplex the arguments is the commonl 
received opinion, that this nation was an offspring of 

Goths of Scandinavia, whence a too great fimuarity has 
been expected between their language, and thoſe which 
are ſpoken in Sweden, Denmark, Norway, and Iceland, 
In fact the language of the Codex Argenteus occupleꝰ 
middle rank between thoſe and the German, and a5. 
proaches the neareſt to the coarſe dialect which 15 yy 
by. our peaſants in Thuringen. But as the Northe! 


| Q Ave . $ - ; 1 a 75 haracter 
languages in man an nierte of g the 


p. 11 


u Theſaurus epiſtolicus La Croaianus, Tom. I. p. 49. Tom. II. 
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e learned have decided in favour of a Gothic or Frank- 
I verſion, as they happened to diſcover in the Codex 


0 Argenteus a reſemblance to the Scandinavian, or the pre- 
„ee German“. : 

i æus, who determined in favour of the latter, has 
. eeen refuted in ſeveral inſtances by Benzel, but in many 
th thers, as far as I am able to judge, he was not miſtaken. 
" WT hc Codex argenteus, as he oblerves, has an article like 
1 the German, whereas the Scandinavian languages ex- 


refs it by a termination *. This appears to be a ſolid 


Argument, notwithſtanding it is ſuppoſed by Benzel that 
ell e German had formerly no article, and that they bor- 
elt, rowed it from the Greeks, though their article is very 
bar E unlike the German, and that of the Codex Argenteus. 
rw other proof, which is given by Magnæus, is the for- 
;bt th 


ation of the participle, and of ſeveral ſubſtantives by 

prefixing the ſyllable ga, exactly in the ſame manner as 

he Germans prefix ge But on the other hand the par- 
JT 


no Miciple is frequently formed in the Codex Argenteus with - 
s tht Wu any prefix, and in thoſe caſes it reſembles the 
amen Scandinavian *, To the arguments of Magnzus I will 
woll, d the following, that in the Codex Argenteus infini- 
pi e res are frequently formed by prefixing ga, as galaikan, 
10 Wztaran, which correſponds to the Thuringian idiom, in 
cult, & 


much the peaſants for weichen, ſay gewicha, or gewichen, 


ür nd in Gtfried gileſin is uſed for leſen . But I will 
wage ither leave this enquiry to thoſe who have made a par- 
wy cular ſtudy of the ancient German, and will only add, 
ty 


1 kat many words of the Codex Argenteus are uſed in 
m0 neden and Denmark, but not in Germany v. | 
kn Yet after all, if the greateſt affinity ſubſiſted between 
rity ie language of the Codex Argenteus and that of the 
«mans, it would afford no argument that Ulphilas 

% not the author. For who will undertake to prove 
at the Goths of the Boryſthenes ſpake the ſame lan- 


1s wy ect approached nearer to it, than to the language of 
Nort ancient Germans? No reaſon can be aſſigned for 


Wpoling them to be a tribe, which came from the north 


| of 
» See Ihre de lingua Cod. arg. § 24, 25. 
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of the Baltic: their original habitation was the norther 
boundary of the Euxine, and being either comma 
anceſtors or brethren of the Germans and Swedes, ther 
language muſt have a reſemblance to that of boh 
nations, and might poſſibly be more ſimilar to the for 
mer. High German, Frankiſh, ' Low Saxon, Angle- 
ſaxon, Swediſh, Daniſh, Iſlandiſh, are only dialed df 
the ſame ancient language, which in the courſe of 288 
have gradually deviated from each other. The highe 
we aſcend, the greater is their reſemblanee, and as the 
language of the Codex Argenteus occupies as it were 1 
middle rank, it affords'a very ſtrong preſumption of i 
being that of the Goths-of Mzfia, and written in an ag: 
before the tree had ſpread itſelf into ſo many branches, 
See Ihre de lingua cod. arg. ſect. i | 
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which the Coder Argentens, and Carolinu at Hen t 


Arguments by : 


* . 
1 


8 beſide theſe. manuſcripts no ancient fragments 
A are extant, either of the Gothic or the Frankiſh lh 
alect, with which they might be compared, the deciion 3p mi 
of this queſtion . would be attended with great diffulty, ee 
had not the diligence and penetration of eren learned 
critics, eſpecially Wachter, Ihre, and Knittel, without 
the aid of other ancient writings in thoſe dialects, div 
vered arguments, which determine infavour of the forme! 
It is true, that not all are prefectly convincing, and Ki 
tel in particular has produced them in ſuch numben 
that many are unavoidably weak, and diminiſh the fort 
of evidence, which he intended to augment. Butt 
following, which J have ſelected from the reſt ſcem | 
ſatisfactory, and I ſhall he the leſs accuſed of partiality ny” 
this ſubject, as I formerly maintained an oppolite 0 * 
nion. At the end of each argument I will refer to tk 
author from which it is taken. 1 
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1. Tt is certain from the teſtimony of the ancients 

that a Gothic verſion actually exiſted, whereas not only 
no accounts are on record of the exiſtence of an ancient 
lverfion in Germany, (I mean in proſe, for a metrical 
verſion has no reference to this queſtion) but it appears 
from the expreſſions which are uſed by Otfried, that no 
one in this country had attempted to tranſlate the Bible 
before his time. Conſequently, it is more rational to 
ſuppoſe, that an ancient verſion compoſed in a dialect of 
the German language, taken in its moſt extenfive ſenſe, 
; Gothic, and not Frankiſh, or German taken in the 
more confined ſenſe of the word. Ihre, S 3. Knittel, 

281. | f 
ö 2. We have likewiſe hiſtorical evidence that Ulphilas 
vented an alphabet for the Goths, which he uſed in 
his verſion of the Bible. When we find therefore an 
ancient German verſion written in peculiar characters, 
one half of which is from the Greek, the other from the 
Latin, it is natural to aſcribe it to the Goths who lived 
dn the borders of the Danube. For in Wallachia, where 
ey at that time reſided, the Latin was ſpoken, and 


, 
* 
4 
. 
? 
, 
AY 


oment eir neareſt netghbours were the Greeks. A mixed al- 
kin di- RP babet therefore, as found in the Codex Argenteus, is ſuch 
Jecifon g Might be reaſonably expected: whereas it is incon- 


aveable that an alphabet introduced into Germany 
| learnet ould have been half Greek, and incredible, had it ever 
wichout deen uſed in this country, that no trace of it ſhould be 
ts, Cisco: naung, and that our moſt ancient records ſhould be 
e forme! rely different from a ſet of characters, that were uſed 
ind Ki- verfion of the Bible. Knittel, & 2 58—262, but he 
numbers ens to have weakened this argument by carrying it 
the lone far. IE „ 3s a 

But th . The language of the Codex Argenteus is diſtin- 
ſeem ven bed from that ſpoken in Germany by a great variety 
rtiality r "'ords, of which no trace can be diſcovered, even 
poſite 0 ong the radicals of our language, and in our moſt 
dent records. (Wachter, p. 45, 46.) This circum- 
Fee affords no preſumption that the language of the 
oder argenteus was current in Germany ſince the ages 

| of 
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of Chriſtianity, but it 1s well adapted to the Goths « 
Meſia who had their peculiar expreſſions, which nee; 
found their way into this country, and adopted other 
from the nations with which they were ſurrounded, 
The auxiliary verb to have” which is uſual in every da. 
lect of Germany, and in every language that is derived 
from the German, is unknown in the Codex argenteu; 
which again makes uſe of a dual, which was never known 
in the German; for had it ever exiſted, it is impoſlibl 
that all remembrance, of it ſhould have been toll 
loſt “. 3 

Still lower is the probability that the Codex Argentey 
was a Frankiſh verſion in particular, becauſe it difſen 
more from the old Frankiſh diale&t, than from thoſe uſd 
in other parts of Germany. Ihre, & xi. Knittel, 9 264 
where the compariſon is made with the greateſt diligence 
and accuracy. 

4. Some of the words in the Codex Argenteus that 
fail in the German and all the languages of the Non, 
are ſtill uſed in the leſſer Tartary the ancient ſeat of the 
Goths, for inſtance, ſwiltan“ to die, from ſwalt death, 
a word quoted by Buſbeck from the language of the 
Crim Tartars*. (Wachter p. 43.) Knittel, & 240, s 
augmented the catalogue of theſe words ſo as to injure the 
cauſe which he intended to ſupport, for he has produced 
ſeveral that are likewiſe German, and furniſh thereto 
no argument that the Codex Argenteus was not writtel 
in Germany. | 

5. In the Codex argenteus many words are adopted 
immediately from the Greek. Here I underſtand nd 
ſuch as have been common to the German and the Greek 
from the earlieſt ages of antiquity, and ſhew either © 
original relation, or original connection between the two 
nations, but ſuch Greek words, as are found in no other 
German dialect, than that of the Codex Argenteus, 
have been transferred from the Greek after the compl® 
formation of both languages: for inſtance Atta, farhe 
arra. Ams, the ſhoulder, ones, where even the 553 


tained from the Greek termination. Spyreidans, "7 
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wehe. Rhatizo, eaſier, gxJios Maizo, greater, eg uu. 
\ftafſais (amo5-ao0v) bokos, bill of divorce. This be- 
Ways not a dialect that was uſed in Germany or in the 
North, but that of a nation, that lived in the neighbour- 
ood of the Greeks. Even the mode of expreſling the 
und of g in the Codex Argenteus is purely Greek, and 
ever uſed in Germany, where the Latin orthography 
s been received, for Finger is written in that manu- 
pt Figgr, as the Greeks would have expreſſed it by 
double gamma. Wachter p. 41, 42. 
6. The Cod. Argent. has Slavonian words, ſuch as Fan, 
maſter, which have never been adopted in Germany, 
d prove it to have been written in the dialect of a na- 
jon, that bordered on Sarmatia, not in that of the Franks. 
Wachter p. 43. 5 1 
The ſame may be ſaid of many Latin words. It is 
e that the Germans, among whom the Franks are in- 
uded, have borrowed many words from the Latin, but 
eſe are confined to the language of religion, literature, 
s, and ſciences, which our anceſtors had learnt from the 
mans. The Cod. Argent. on the contrary, has many 
in expreſſions of common life that were never heard 
tween the Rhine and the Oder, ſuch as Anacumbjan, 
lit at table, accumbere{ Militondans, ſoldiers, mili- 
tes“. Wachter p. 44. 55. Ihre 12, 13. To which 
aps aqha, water, might be added, which is found 
lke v1. 49. in the margin: but Ihre in his Gloſſarium 
3 P. 36. holds it to be pure and ancient 
thucs, | | 
This argument is the more deciſive, when we conſider 
the Goths in the time of Ulphilas lived in Wallachia, 
ountry in which Roman colonies had been planted, 
L where a corrupt Latin is ſpOken at this very day. 
this may be added a circumſtance hitherto unno- 
,, that in Conſtantini Porphyrogenneti ceremonialis 
* Byzantine, Vol. I. p. 222—22 5. is produced a 
nder of words which are there called Gothic, and ſaid 
uſed within the dominions of the Greek emperor *, 
te liſt of theſe Gothic words is a conſiderable num 
| ber 
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ber that are really Latin, which have gradually ſp 
planted the Gothic, and produced the preſent Wil, 
chian. See the relationes de libris novis, F. IV. . 40; 
408. where Geſner has explained the Latin work 
which in the Caer. ByZ. are termed Gothic”. 
8. Several words, which ancient writers have quit 
as Gothic, but which ate unknown in the German, han 
been diſcovered by Knittel, in the Codex Argentew, iii" 
and Carolinus. The reader will find them, & 2422 
but not to weaken the force of the argument, he ſhoul 
paſs over thoſe which are found in other dialects of te 
German, ſuch as Bold, audax. nit! 
9. Lye, in the 35". page of his preface, has producel be: 
an argument that is entirely new. He found in the l. a 
ſcriptiones antiquæ of J. Baptiſta Donius, publiſhed by 
Gorius at Florence, in 1731, p. 496. the copy of u 
ancient conveyance of an eſtate written in bad Lat 
and preſerved at Arezzo, to which the original pul 
prietor, who ſtyles himſelf Gudilubus, had ſubjoned: 
clauſe written in the ſame language and in the t 
characters, as the Codex Argenteus. Now the Gotl 
are the only German tribe, that ever ſettled in this pa | 
of Italy, whence he concludes, (and he is followed i" fo 
this opinion by Ihre, § 16.) that this language an 
theſe characters are Gothic. For though the Frat 
made incurſions into Italy, it was only in detached can 
paigns, and they were never in poſſeſſion of landed pr 
perty, in ſuch a manner as to warrant a conjecturet 
an ancient deed of conveyance, written in a dialect ( 
the German, 1s Frankiſh. Of this ſubſcription, he 
is the only remnant of a German dialect that 1s fin 
both in language and letters to the Codex Argent 
and Carolinus, Knittel has treated at large, 5 219% 
Were it poſſible to diſcover more documents of tis! 
ture, which Lye ſuppoſes might be found in the bra 
of Turin, the controverſy might be determined wilt 8 
greater certainty”. | 
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$ ECT. XXXV. 
5 onfutation of the arguments alleged to prove, that the Codex 
nk Argentens is not Gothic. 


WILL now produce the arguments, which induced 
| La Croze to believe the Codex Argenteus a Frankiſh, 
Wd not a Gothic verſion, and ſubjoin to each a confu- 
ation. They were anſwered indeed by Wilkins, though 

a very ay Bear manner, 1n the preface to Cham- 
erlayne's Oratio dominica polyglotta, but Ihre and 
Lnittel have treated this ſubject with great perſpicuity. 
he anſwer given by Laurentius Arnell J have never ſeen, 
1. The Codex Argenteus was diſcovered in the ab- 
of Werden, in the county of Mark, in Weſtphalia, 
country never inhabited by the Goths. Hence the 
ace, at leaſt, where it was found, affords no preſump- 
on that the verſion is Gothic, but is rather in favour 
a Frankiſh verſion, becauſe the county of Mark was 
part of the moſt ancient kingdom of the Franks.” 

It is conſiſtent with juſtice to explain this argument, 
it as a proof that the Codex Argenteus cannot be Go- 
uc, for La Croze meant only to affert, that we cannot 
mediately infer from the place of its diſcovery, that 


7 e verſion is Gothic, till other tokens of evidence are 
4 1 nd in its favour : and ſince theſe tokens of evidence 
- an been actually found, the argument of La Croze of 


urle ceaſes to be any objection. In fact no conclu- 
lt whatſoever can be drawn from the place, where a 
muſcript is diſcovered, to the language in which it 


ow * mitten; for even Oriental productions lie buried in 
Fa oo braries of Europe. But fince the diſcovery of the 

8. Ker Carolinus, which appears to have been written 
18 ltaly, and of the ancient conveyance at Arezzo, the 
ky ra Kenton of which, as well as the Codex Carolinus, 
00 wich! Mitten in the fame language and the ſame letters as 


Codex Argenteus ; the argument of La Croze, if it 


* % thing, proves rather the coatrary of what he 
ended. | E 


Voz. II. 1 Wachter 
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Wachter has accounted in a very probable manner fi 
the appearance of the Gothic Goſpels and eſpecially þ 
magnificent a copy as the Codex Argenteus, in the 
county of Mark. He is of opinion that Clodovaeus, 9 
Childebert, after a victory over the Goths, found it 
among other ſpoils, and brought it into the county d 
the Franks, and quotes for that purpoſe ſeveral paſſzog 
from Gregory of Tours“, one of which is ſo remarkabl, 
that it deſerved to be tranſcribed, Childebertus inter re 
liquos theſauros miniſteria eccleſiarum pretioſiſſinu de 
tulit. Nam Lx calices, xv patinas, xx Exangeliorun 
capſas detulit, omnia ex auro puro, ac gemmis pretiol 
ornata. Sed non eſt paſſus ea confringi, cuncta ein 
eccleſus et baſilicis ſanctorum diſpenſavit, ac tradidit i 
miniſterium. | 
2. © The letters of the Codex Argenteus are very lik 
the characters of the ancient Franks, as given in tl 
laſt edition of Mabillon's Ars Diplomatica, Lib. | 
p. 347. it is therefore probably a Frankiſh verfon. 

This argument would have more weight, if the 
ſemblance were found in all the letters; but the Cod 
Argenteus has its own peculiar alphabet diſtinct tra 
the Frankiſh, and no inference can be drawn from ti 
ſimilarity of certain letters, for both Goths and Fran 
borrowed their letters from other nations ; thoſe wind 
they had in common from the Latin muſt of courle! 

. alike, and this likeneſs might be afterwards increaſed! 
the refidence of the Goths in Italy. Ihre, $ 7. Katt 
§ 271, 251. But the beſt anſwer to this argument! 
compariſon of the two alphabets. . | 

3. Ulphilas lived in Wallachia, and had continual 
tercourſe with-the Greeks : it is therefore probable t 
he wrote the Gothic not in Latin, but in Greek leti 
Yet in the Codex Argenteus we find the Latin kt 
F. G. H. R. S. O. Q. and the ſmall letter d, with d 
a bend of one of the ſtrokes. The Codex Argent 
therefore is not Gothic. . 


I 1 confidered this argument as very ſuperficial, e 
„ a y 


V7 Lib. III. cap. 10 
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k 

chen 1 ſupported the opinion of La Croze in general. 
{7 WWF or Italian colonies had been planted in Wallachia ; the 
he name itſelf is derived from Welſh, a name which we 


till give to the Italians, and the modern Wallachian is 
derived from the Latin. Ulphilas therefore had it in 
his power at leaſt to make uſe of Latin letters. See the 
kemarks in the preceding ſection, on the intermixture 
f the Latin and the Gothic. 1 | 
4. We are informed by Gregory of Tours* that Chil- 
eric, king of the Franks, who reigned from the year 
64 to 587, introduced four letters, w, T, T, A, which 
ere. to expreſs the ſounds of a long O, Ae, The, and 
ſui. La Croze is of opinion that the alphabet into 
hich they were introduced was the Frankiſh, and that: 
hree of them are to be found in the Codex Argenteus. 
Mn this relation therefore, though the text of Gregory 
buſt previouſly ſubmit to alterations, he grounds the 
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Lib.) dition that the Codex Argenteus is written with the 
n. phaber of Chilperic, conſequently Frankith, and com- 
the ed in the ſixth century. 8 bode ge I 
e Cod This very bold argument had fortnerly the greateſt 


n& fror 
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Ivence in inducing me to fide with La Croze; but 
er more mature deliberation, having reflected that it 
no other foundation than conjectural amendments of 
egory's text, and having read the anſwers which have 
en given to it by Ihre (& 7, 8, 9, 10.) and Knittel 
278—280.) I revoke my former opinion. La Croze 


lt N 2 Yu X 
: 4 elf confeſſes that no trace of © 18 viſible in the Codex 
um denteus, which alone ſhews it to have been not writ- 


with the alphabet of Chilperic : yet the critical, 


a ugh arbitrary alterations, which he has made in Gre- 
oy 2 Is text, ſeem to preſuppoſe the uſe of that alphabet 
ee] 1 the Codex Argenteus, and that the paſſage alleged 
ay * may be beſt explained from that manuſcript. 
\, = 4 5 Argenteus Ae is never expreſſed by , The 
x Arg er Uui by A (a letter not found in the Codex Ar- 


ye t was therefore needleſs for La Croze to ven- 
A conjectures, to prove that Chilperic had 
| theſe innovations to be made. Were his con- 


; 8 jectures 


rficial, . 
U 


Lib. v. & 45. 
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Gregory of Tours alluded not to the Frankiſh, but the 


- no: reſemblance to the German. A part of theſe pt 
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jectures expoſed not to the charge of improbabilig, qt 
a paſſage relating to four letters could hardly be 4. AP": 
mitted as a proof, when, in order to make it ſuch, v 
muſt have recourſe to two alterations, and to tuo er. 
ceptions. Ihre has not only pointed out the improta 
bility, but ſhewn with very convincing arguments tht 


Latin alphabet. ; | dro! 

5. The following is an argument of the late Moſhein, =o 
In Conſtantini Porphyrogenneti cærimon. Byz. Ton, D* 
I. p. 222 —22 f. are two catalogues of Gothic words, tha Jot t 


were uſual in his time, but have no reſemblance to the 
language of the Codex Argenteus. This verſion ther- 
fore 1s not Gothic.” 

To form a proper judgement of this argument, the 


reader ſhould refer to the Relationes de libris nor „ 


Faſc. IV. p. 405—408. where the two catalogues ar 
printed with Geſner's Remarks. The greateſt numbes 
eſpecially in the firſt catalogue, of words that are called 
Gothic, are in reality corrupt Latin; for inſtance Ga 
(bone) for xxAzs, Yu ure for xaieeds. Neither of tet 
catalogues therefore 1s to.be 3 + HP as a lift of ſuch 
words, as the Goths had brought from their original 
bitation, the country to the north of the Euxine; but 
ſuch as were uſual in Wallachia in the tenth century, 
and were called Gothic, becauſe the Goths had ond 
inhabited that country, and many of the inhabitants ve 
{till deſcended from Gothic anceſtors. And we are 00 
warranted to conclude, becaufe the language of Wal 
lachia is a corruption of the Latin, and was known bn 

the Greeks of the tenth century under the name of th 
Gothic, that the ancient inhabitants of the northern bow 
dary of the Euxine, who jn the fourth century wer 
poſſeſſion of Wallachia, made uſe of a dialect that hi 


tended Gothic words, eſpecially in the ſecond catalogy 
has a great affinity to the Hebrew, as ceba, feat thylel 
Heb. NW. But as no one ſuppoſes that the Got 
ever ſpoke Hebrew, they muſt be either miſtakes, 
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they were taken from the jargon of the Wallachian Jews. 
W aftly, we find ſeveral words that have no reſemblance 
o any known language, and are probably become unin- 
eligible through miſtakes of the tranſcribers : but they 
are as little entitled to the name of Gothic, as the reſt 
pf the catalogue, which, if it proved any thing, would 
rove too much; for the names of the Gothic heroes 
lone ſhew the affinity of their language to the German, 
o which the words recorded by Porphyrogennetus have 
ot the ſmalleſt reſemblance. | | 


— . Rant is — 


No OS + Þ 4 


i, the | | 
noi, eher the Gothic verſion of Ulphilas was taken from the 
les aſe | Greek or from the Latin. 

mbel, 


T appears from the two preceding ſections that the 
yerſion contained in the Codex Argenteus is undoubt- 
lly Gothic, and there remains therefore only one queſ- 
on to be decided, whether Ulphilas tranſlated from the 


'Y ſeek original, or a Latin verſion, The internal evi- 
2; bu - alone is inſufficient to determine, for after a com- 
92 un, | on of the Gothic text both with the Greek and with 
ad ond Sen we have much as reaſon to decide in favour 
* the a as of the other. Bengel, who believed it to 
e are 00 re been taken from the Greek, was ſtill obliged ta 


of Wal mit that it contained many traces obthe Latin; Wet= 

n, his violent and even ill-bred antagoniſt, maintained 
inſt a contrary opinion, but in his Prolegomena to 
Greek Teſtament he ſubſcribed to the ſentiments of 


ou 8 
1 7 See Bengel's introductio in crifin N. T. & xxxii. 
Ti . Conf. iii, (p. 408. of the firſt edition, p. 43, 44. 


t 8 
theſe h A Wetſtein's Prolegomena, p. 114—116, 


6, 7. | 
: i method which is uſyally the ſafeſt in queſtions 
the G0! pms an immediate compariſon of the verſion 
"lakes TH original, from which it is ſuppoſed to be taken, 
tl prelent inſtance, as before. obſerved, attended 
* 3 with 
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and Wetſtein, and diſcover a new argument, that th 


We ſpall incur therefore no danger of wol 
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with uncertainty ; for the concluſion derived from the 
compariſon of one page contradicts that, which is dan 
from the other. But theſe contradictions may be recap 
ciled, and the whole ſubject will receive a new light, i 
we adopt a method in other caſes precarious, and exp 
mine a priori which of the two might be moſt naturlh 2 
expected. By theſe means we ſhall ſolve. the problem 
which made the ſubje& of controverſy between Bengt 4 


Codex Argenteus and Carolinus are really parts of tl 
Gothic verſion of -Ulphilas. : 
We are informed by Simeon Metaphraſtes that . f 
philas tranſlated from the Greek, and the Biſhop of the 
Goths was ſo circumſtanced, that we muſt be gulli d poſl 
violence, if we refuſed our aſſent to this teſtimony. Fe 
the inventor of the Gothic alphabet, of which at la." 
the half is taken from the Greek, who uſed Greek letten 
to denote. numbers”, ſetting B for 2, and E for 5, ; 
who went ambaſſador to the court of CanſtantnopkiF" 
would have hardly rejected the Greek original to u 
flate from a Latin verſion. Fe LE | 
On the other hand, it is not improbable that he Mil 
recourſe to the Latin verſion, as a ſource of aid in di 
cult paſſages, ' The Roman coloniſts, who were {etl 
in Wallachia, thoſe at leaſt among them who were cl 
verted to Chriſtianity, muſt have read the Bible in 
Latin verſion; and the aſſertion of Wetſtein, that U 
philas was ignorant of that language, muſt appear u 
rounded to every man who knows the dialect that 
{of ſpoken in Wallachia. Nor is it impoſſible that L 
philag made uſe of manuſcripts that belonged to U 
Weſtern edition of the Greek Teſtament. But if ne 
ther of theſe opinions were true, the Gothic Bible ng 
have been corrected from the Latin after the de 0 
Ulphilas, either in Wallachia or Italy, Of the o ek, 
ments of the Gothic verſion, the Codex Caron may * 
part of a Gothic Latin Bible, that is of a Latin i 1 
accompanied with a Gothic tranſlation. 


* 


„ ; ; 
7 6 2 - . TT 8 
u See John vi. 9. with Thre's remark in the Ulphilas illuſtratu 
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th, if we maintain the two following poſitions, 1. The 


zothic verſion was taken immediately from the Greek. 
* It has in many inſtances a ſtriking affinity with 
* e Latin. As the matter 1s ſo evident, I ſhall omit. 


veral arguments, fuch as that produced by Wetſtein, 
dat the Gothic verſion has ſeveral Latin words, and: 
metimes | Latin terminations in the proper names. 
or theſe may be conſidered as Wallachiſms, which 
ad found early admittance into the Gothic, and 
re retained by Ulphilas, agreeably to the practice of 
e country, in the ſame manner as Luther, though he 
anſlated from the Greek wrote Chriſtus, not Chriſtos, 


te ch no man would ule as an argument, that Luther 
ally > poſlated from the Latin. 2:75 paot 

ls perhaps to the influence of the Wallachian Er. 
1 lk nciation that we muſt aſcribe the orthography of ſeye- 
ue Proper names of the Gothic verſion, in which we find 
1 inſtance, as in the Latin, Kafarnaum, and Scariot. 
4 ol fn wi. 39. X11. 26. See Ihre's Ulphilas Illuſtratus, I. c. 


But the following arguments appear to be deciſive, 
d firſt in favour of the | AE the two poſitions, that 
Gothic is tranſlated immediately from the Greek. 

1. The author of this verſion: has ſometimes falſely 
nſlated from an error in regard to one or more letters 
the Greek word, whereas 1t is accurately rendered in 
Latin. Thus he read vn for run, Luke vii. 2 5. 
ueh not only the Vulgate, but all the manuſcripts of 


vere C0 
gle in ff 


at vi oy 

Io ad Latin, publiſhed by Blanchini, have deliciis, and 
"> that the lame manner TtiTwpuxe for werAnguxey, John xvi. 6. 
n The Gothic has many readings that are found in 
ed to l verſion, ſome of which it has in common with 
it l ck manuſcripts, though others, not inconſiderable in 
ible 0 ber, are peculiar to it alone. The latter jndeed are 
ie eh 2 belong not to the preſent queſtion; for if 

contend that the Gothic was tranſlated from the 


e WO U 
ohn b 


Latin B 
lating 


Xx, becauſe theſe readings are in no Latin verſion, 
adverſaries have an equal right to. argue that it was 
en tom the Latin, as they are found likewiſe in no 
manuſcript. Of the former kind, which. alone 

| * 4 Fg relate 


juſtratüs. 
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relate to this inquiry, we find an inſtance, Lule i. b 
where ature is omitted in the Vulgate, and all Blu. ur 
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chini's manuſcripts, but retained by Ulphilas. Muy 
more may be ſeen in Benzel. | 
3. It retains in many words the Greek termination, 
as Yarnaiaes, aud ig, wgoronvpur, Luke v. 7, | 
4. The order of the Greek words is often retained u 
the Gothic, though a tranſlator is not bound to ſo pai: 
ful an attention to the original. For inſtance Matt. 
XXVi. 43. Oe e ves is rendered © Goths im ſunus, bu 
the Latin has a different arrangement, filius Dei ſum, 
In regard to the ſecond poſition, that the Gothic here 
an affinity with the Latin, we may obſerve that Mil ls AP) * 
pointed out its coincidence in a great number of ut ten 
ſtances with the Codex Cantabrigienfis , but as we an out 
at preſent perſuaded that the Greek text of this mami 101 
ſcript has not been altered from the Latin, we can d- It 
duce this only inference, that the Gothic accedes to the W 


Weſtern edition of the Greek Teſtament, and has ſo HH 


an indirect relation to the Latin verſion. But the er 
following Latin readings, not found even in the (eme 
Cant. are very convincing. Luke Ix. 50. 18 added if 
ſeveral Latin, but not a ſingle Greek manuſcript, nent Juths 
eſt enim, qui non faciat yirtutem in nomine me, d 
poterit male loqui de me, of which at leaſt one hl 
in the Gothic verſion, namely ni ainſhun auk iſt mam 
ſaei ni gawaurkjai maht in namin meinamma " 
Ulphilas illuſtratus). Luke 1. 3. after too. x 15 d the i 
in the Gothic, without the authority of a ſingle rpc 
manuſcript, jah ahmin yeihamma, < and the Holy Ghot 
a ſpurious reading inſerted from the Latin; tor Bag le 
chini's Codex Veronenſis has * placuit mihi et pint g 
ſancto.. Other inſtances may be ſeen in Wetſtein, Mt 
obſerves that even the title prefixed to the Goſpek 
the Gothic verſion is borrowed from the Latin fom 
incipit evangelium ſecundum Marcum.* 
The Gothic verſion is ſo verbally exact, that the ct 
of the Greek conſtruction is not ſeldom retained 1" 14 
lation of the genius of the Gothic language, which ma (5 
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the more extraordinary, that ſo many readings are 
ond in this verſion, that have hitherto been diſcovered 
no Greek manuſcript *. | 


adi WE A $2641 

pln Of the Slavontan or Ruſſian verjiog. 

Matt. : ; 

9 bu HE Ruſſian, or, as it ought to be expreſſed in 
Um. more general terms, the Slavonian verſion, de- 
vic hi eyes to be more generally known, and to be examined 
{ill by dy the critics of the New Teſtament with the greateit 


tention. I fincerely lament that I neglected in my 
outh an opportynity of learning that language, not 
- mand owing the treaſures which it contains, both for the 
wc and the hiſtorian, as I muſt now depend on the 
accounts which I have been able to procure. I am 
jartly indebted to Kohl's Introductio in hiſtoriam et rem 
the wü erariam Slavorum, five hiſtoria critica verſionum Sla- 


he C onicarum maxime inſignium, nimirum Codicis Sacri, 
00ed . Ephracmi Syri: but it is to be lamented, that the 
It, nent uthor, who to Grecian literature joined a knowledge of 
meo, e Auſfian language, is deficient in thoſe very articles 
ge half f intelligence, which can be had only from that coun- 
it mam, and fo totally devoid of critical curioſity, as to take 


dot the leaſt notice whether 1 John v. 7. is contained in 


1 
. f 
tie Slavonian verſion, or not. I have received more 


4 15 A000 


ole Ce portant information from Schlözer, who, at my re- 
iy Gro elt, has propoſed ſeveral queſtions to Poletika, a man 
for Bu learning in Ruſſia, whoſe anſwers are the more ſatiſ- 
et Spint kftory, as he was formerly Greek tranſlator to the Holy 
Rein, W od, and is well acquainted with the Ruſſian libraries. 
Goſpel li letter may on this ſubject be regarded as an original 


Wcument ; and I will therefore, for the ſatisfaction of 
fy readers, ſubjoin it in a note. I firſt diſcovered the 
| value 


"gg to the Queries propoſed by Schlozer, at the requeſt of Mi- 
; 15 A Academy of Sciences. DET e * . 
. 5 


n form 


it the 019 
ned in V! 


hich mal 
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value of the Slavonian verſion in reading lectures c 
the Proverbs of Solomon from the Septuagint. Seri 
of my hearers were at that time Ruſſians, who, after] 
had pointed out ſome examples where the Seventy hl 
been mifunderitoog, or a reading adopted that has beep 
hitherto found in no manuſcript, replied that they hal 
the ſame in their verſion, which is taken immedutch 
from the Septuagint. Theſe examples belong not f 


1. I know of no copy of the whole Slavonian Bible in the puh 
libraries more ancient than that, which was written in the year 149 i 
the time of the Grand Duke Iwan Waſiljewitſh, which is preſerved in 
the library of the Holy Synod. But of the New Teſtament alone there 
are ſeveral copies much more ancient, namely of the 11th, 1th, ty 
and 14th centuries, ſome on vellum, others on paper, which are lle. 
wife preſerved at Moſcow in the library of the Holy Synod, I bellen 
however that in all Ruſſia no manuſcript is ſo ancient, as that, which} 
the Czar Iwan Waſiljewitſh gave to Garabunda, ſecretary to the Dutchy 
of Lithuania, and which was uſed in the Oſtrog edition of the Bible 
from the preface to which edition it appears that the manuſcript wa 
written in the time of the Grand duke Wladimir. | 

2. The following are the dates of the editions of the Slavonian Bible 
At Oftrog in 158r, at Moſcow in 1663, 1751, 1756, 1757, and in the pr. 
ſent year 1766, all in folio: in 1759 an edition was publiſhed m l- 
octavo. It was alſo printed at Kiow in 1758, in folio, and at Supra, 
in Poland, in fmall folio, as appears from Janozki's Dictionary of the 
Poliſh Literati, p. 15. But there is ſtill an edition more ancient than 
any of the preceding, which was printed at Prague in 1519, under the 
direction of a Doctor of Phyſic; Franciſcus Scorina of Polozk. But! 
cannot poſitively determine, whether this edition includes the whole 
Bible; for I never had an opportunity of ſeeing more than the firlt w 
lume, which contains the five books of Moſes. This volume is in dhe 
library belonging to the Academy of Sciences.. 
1 I cannot poſſibly determine at what period the paſſage 1 John v.. 
was inſerted in the text; but there is reaſon to ſuppoſe that the inter 
polation was made in the time of the Patriarch Nicon, in the year 155 
when an edition was publiſhed of the Acts and the Epiſtles, which edition 
Ihave in my library. My reaſon for this ſuppoſition is, that in the * 
ceding editions of Moſcow, and Kiow, which I have in my bbrar), 
which are printed in a particular manner for the ſervice of the Cty 
the paſſage in queſtion is not contained; I am Hkewiſe in poſſeſſon o 
ſeveraV copies of the Acts and the Epiſtles, written before the introduc: 
tion, of printing, in which, ag well as in eyery other copy. ay 
iT emitted. ; „ere » Poletika, 

i is : 
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u. 

e preſent place, but will be given in the Introduction 

eyenl the Old Teſtament. If the Ruſſian tranſlation of the 

ſterl ia Teſtament has more accurate readings than our 

h inted editions, and diſcovers the author's knowledge 

been the Greek, in caſes where the editors of the Polyglots 

here miſtaken, we may naturally expect very great aſſiſt- 

lateh ce in the criticiſm of the New.  _ 

10t fo The Ruſſian, or Slavonian verſion, is not an offspring 
tle the Latin, but taken, as every man acquainted either 


ith the political or eccleſiaſtical hiſtory of that country 


1 puſt naturally ſuppoſe, from the Greek. So early as 
ried in he ninth century the Bulgarians, who had the ſame lan- 
ne thee age with the Ruſſians, tranſlated the theological writ- 
*, 13%, Wes of the Greeks ; and from the end of the tenth cen- 
* y the Ruſſians, who were even in that age a culti- 
ith ated nation, followed their example. Now it is very 


mprobable that they neglected to tranſlate the moſt im- 
jortant of all writings, the Bible: but all doubts on this 
ed have been removed by Kohl, who has clearly 

bewn that the two brothers, Methodius and Cyril, 


2 ho lived in the ninth century, natives of Theſſalonica, 
1 lh nd apoſtles of the Slavonians, were the authors of this 
Supra cron *, Schlözer has found many and long paſſages 
y of tie WE uoted from it in old Ruſſian chranicles in manuſcript. 
ent than According to the account given by Poletika, it appears 
inder the | f | 

zu the Holy Synod ordered a complete copy of the. 
"a pible to be taken in 1499, but that manuſcripts were 
fr v. ant of the New Teſtament from the eleventh to the 


Jourteenth century, ſome on vellum, others on . paper: 
Thoſe of the eleventh century are not far removed from 


0 the fountain head, being written only two. eenturies later 
ar 1651 n the verſion itſel ill. 

-þ edition The oldeſt edition, of which we have any knowledge, 
the pe- hat of Prague, publiſhed by Franc. Scorina, in 1519; 
EY ut Poletika is not certain whether it contains the Bible 
ellen vl komplete. It was reviſed in 1 570, altered in ſeveral paſ- 
uod, es from an ancient manuſcript given by Czar Iwan 
is palage e and printed at Oſtrog, in 1581, of which 

Kab 


. y ſcarce edition an account may he ſeen in 
Cement Bibliotheque curieuſe, Tom. III. p. 441— 


445. 


tk | 
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445. A copy of this valuable edition, as well of th * 
edition of Moſcow, in 1663, deſcribed by Clements 
very ſcarce, is in our univerſity library. A panic AR - 
edition of the Acts of the Apoſtles, and the Epil 
was printed in 1653, which might be of great uſe inth 
criticiſm of the New Teſtament. Later editions he AR" 
been publiſhed in 1751. 1756, 1757. 1759. 1760, 4 
Moſcow, in 1758, at Kiow, in 1743, at Supras|, in Þo 
land, beſide editions of ſeparate parts, fuch as the Ad 3 
of the Apoſtles and Epiſtles, with which I am not ac | 
quainted *. * 
The paſſage 1 John v. 7. is found neither in the . 
trog edition, the ancient manuſcripts, nor in thoſe 6 ne 
tions of the Acts and the Epiſtles which are prior to | 
1653. That of 1653 contains this paſſage, bur I knoy 
not whether in the text, or in the margin; that of 166 
has it in the margin, that of 1751, which I have myſl 
examined, and other modern editions, in the text. 
. The following readings of the Slavonian verſion were 
extracted, at my requeſt, by Schlözer, and as it may be 
naturally ſuppoſed, that they have an affinity with tle 
text of Theophylact, I will ſubjoin the readings that as 
found in his commentary. 
Mlantth. viii. 28. Iegyromur, as Theophylact.— Mat 
v. 1. and Luke viii. 26. Padzpmoi, which is likewiſe the 
reading of Theophyla&, but in his explanation of ti 
paſſage he has written Tegy:omur. | 
Matth. xxvii. 16, 17. it has Barabbas, not Jeſus N- 
rabbas, as alſo Theophylact. | | 
Mark xvi. 9—20. is in the Slavonian verſion, and ur 
 Theophylact *. „ 

John 1. 18. Baba ae, according to the correction ( 
Origen. The reading of Theophylact is unknown, i 
paſſage being unnoticed in his commentary. ect 

John v. 2. gi & ev Tos LeporoAumors ems. TH gear ; if tt 
Aubade, y eminuyopern Eton Bnbe Ga. Here it var 
from Theophyla&, whoſe text is «5-4 di n rig Teer 
rr ©, 
+ | John v. 4. which is omitted in many copies o 


! er. XXXVII. Ancient Verſions of the N. * 157 
* ew Teſtament, is found both in the Slavonian verſion 


f the ad in Theophylact, with this only difference, that the 
mer has xvewe (a reading found in ſeveral Greek ma- 
cul uſcripts and ancient verſions) after eaſy, the latter not. 
"tle John vii. 53. viii. 11. it has the ſtory of the adultereſs, 
n tle E mtted by Theophylact. 

hoe Acts vill. 37. is in the Slavonian verſion. It is found 
* u one of the commentaries of Theophylact, omitted in 
in Pe. | 


e other“. | g : 

Ads ix. 5, 6. it has the interpolation oxangev oo; woes 
vox aauriCew, Tecwy Te N Jap ewe, Kugie Ts ja 
teig wolncat; Ma o Kugios Teos aurovo 1 am curious to 
ow how long this has been inſerted, for it 1s found in 
one of the Greek manuſcripts at Moſcow which Mat- 


e A 
10t A. 


he 0 
je ech. 


riot ode has collated, nor in the edition of Theophylact by 
| knov WWE f:nius. 

of 1063 Acts xix. 1. evwreeme like the common editions, but 
> myſck Theophylact has avaronma. = | 


i; 
on were 
may by 
with the 
that ue 


— Max 
wile the 
n of the 


Ads xx. 28. Kvew xas Oc, and allo Theophylact. 
Rom. xiv. 24. After this verſe it has the doxology, 
hich in our editions is placed at the end of the xvi®. 
apter. Theophylact agrees with the Slavonian. 

1 Tim. iii. 16. O05 e OPavegohn, and likewiſe Theo- 
pylact, | 4. 

The learned would be greatly indebted to any man 
| abilities for the undertaking, who would furniſh a 
uſtory of the Slavonian verſion, not in the manner of 
hl, but a really critical deſcription, and extracts of 
6 various read:ngs. Theſe muſt nof be taken from the 
bodern editions, but from thoſe of Oftrog and Prague; 
r ſhould a collation of the ancient manuſcripts be neg- 
ed, which might be found not only in Ruſſia, but 


Jeſus N. 
N, and 10 
rection 


own, WG ten. Moſcow is the place. where the taſk ſhould be 


Kcuted, becauſe there are manuſcripts in the library 
the Holy Synod ſo ancient as the eleventh century. 

were to be wiſhed that the learned in that city, or 
ther the Synod itſelf, would take ſuch. meaſures as 
ugat render the ancient verſion of their Church bene- 
l | | ficial 


ear X 
e it valles 
[Egon 0AVPT 


les of the 
eW 


g all the countries where dialects of the Slavonian are 
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ficial to Europe in general. If it were thought too l 
borious to undertake the whole at once, and only a pa 
could be given as a ſpecimen, ] would recommend the 
Revelation of St. John, becauſe. we have very few my 
nuſcripts of this book, and the Slavonian verſion might 
furniſh various readings of great importance“. 
Izhis requeſt, which I made in the edition of 1777 h 
been in ſome meaſure, though imperfectly, fulfilled n 
1785, in the Apocalypſis Johannis Græce et Latine, pub 
liſhed by Matthäi, who has added, p. 342—388. his A) 
pendix II. de verſione Slavonica Apocalypſeos, containing 
various readings from that verfion. But as the extrafly 
were taken neither from Moſcow manuſcripts, nor the 
oldeſt edition, but made at Leipzig, from that of 1761, 
their critical application is attended with uncertainty? 


— —— — nv 


SW. EM, 
r III. 
f the Anglo-ſaxon verſions. 


T\HERE are ſeveral Anglo-ſaxon verſions of tis 
1 New Teſtament extant in manuſcript, of wha 
the fulleſt account is given in Le Long's Bibl. Sacm“ 
p. 420. Some books of the Bible were tranflated i 
biſhop Eadfried, and the Goſpel of St. John by Bede! 
but tne tradition that king Alfred tranſlated the greatch 
part of the New. Teſtament is very uncertain. Tis 
whole verſion has never been printed, but the four G0. 
pels have been publiſhed by Matthew Parker, Willant 
Lifle, and Thomas Marfhall, in the years 1571, 1630 
and 166; *, and being evidently tranſlated from the of 
Latin, may be of uſe. in determining the reading d 
that verſion. Huth, in his differtation De mandel 
terræ hæredibus, has indeed called this matter in que! 
tion, ſaying that the order of the two verſes, r 
4, 5. is inverted in the old Latin verſions, but not in tn 
Anglo-faxon. To which we may anſwer, that this! 


not true in all the old Latin manuſctipts; for wy 
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ecia and Verona, publiſhed by Blanchini, retain the 
W.-der of the Greek, and ſuch manuſcripts were probgbly 
ſed by the authors of the Anglo- ſaxon ! 


JE OI UREA —ů SCERCIINER 


Cl ET ER. Yu. 


77 us 
led u r THE MANUSCRIPTS' OF THE GREEK TESTAMENT. 
>, pub- | 


bf the Codices manuſcript, conſidered as a mean of deter- 
mining the genuine reading of the text of the Greek Teſta- 
ment. 1 


HE Manuſcripts of the New Teſtament. are the 
natural ſource, from which the genuine readings 
f the Greek Teſtament are to be drawn. he printed 
ditions are either copies of more ancient edftions, or of 
anuſcripts, and they have no further authority than 
s they correſpond to the manuſcripts, from which they 
« of i taken. Though printed editions may be more cor- 

ect than many manuſcripts, yet, conſidered as evidence, 
hey are of lef weight than the manuſcripts themſelves, 
ute by artly becauſe theſe are more ancient, partly becauſe 
- editor of the N. T. generally makes uſe of his own 


by by dgement, and of ſeveral readings gives to one in parti- 
1. Th ar the preference, whereas a tranſcriber copies only 
of 61 dat he finds in the more ancient Codex, of which he 
"Willa lelyers a tranſcript : and they alone can be admitted as 
s __ dence, who ſimply report what they have heard and 
/ dd But I confeſs that an exception muſt be made to 


ole manuſcripts, which in. imitation of Knittel I will 


eadings G Pts, 

want cotices entie . 

« in co! lt is evident that by manuſcripts of the New Ieſta- 
Matth. dent, I underſtand thoſe only which were written be- 


Ire the Invention of printing, and that thoſe manu- 
pts, which are mere copies of printed editions, are 
22 to our preſent purpoſe, Such for inſtance is the 

8 Codex 


not in tie 
hat this! 
or thok 

Brelch 
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Codex Berolinenſis, or Ravianus, in which we find, 1 [oy 
v. 7. a manuſcript written ſince the invention of print 
ing, and copied from the edition of Alcala. 

No manuſcript now extant is prior to the fixth cen 
tury; and, what is to be lamented, various reading, 
which, as appears from the quotations of the fathers, wer 
in the text of the Greek Teſtament, are to be found in 
none of the manuſcripts which are at preſent remaining; 
for inſtance, the addition after Mark xvi. 14. which] 
mentioned above chap. vi. ſect. 12. It is true that ths 
reading is evidently ſpurious, but whether ſpurious 0 
genuine, it appears from this example that reading 
which exifted in the fifth century, have been omitted i 
later manuſcripts, and this might be the fate of man, 
that were really genuine. When a reading therefore y 
found in only a ſingle manuſcript, as that for inſtand 
which I ſhall mention in deſcribing the Codex Vindob., 
or only, inthe quotations of the fathers, it is not for tht 
reaſon to be immediately · rejected. | 

Du Pin, in his Diſſert. prelimin. ad biblia fact 
Tom. II. c. 3. Simon, in his Differtation ſur les prin 
cipaux Manuſcripts du N. T. printed at the end of the 
third volume of his Hiſtoire critique du Texte du N. 
Mill and Kiiſter, in their Prolegomena to the New Te 
tament, Pfaff in his Diſſertatio de variis lectionibus N. 
Bengel in his Introductio in criſin T. T. more partic 
larly Wetſtein in his Prolegomena, Treſchow in i 
Tentamen deſcriptionis codicum Vindobonenſium NI 
Grieſbach in his Symbolæ criticæ ad variarum N. J 
lectionum collectionem, and Matthäi in the prefaces 
his edition of the N. T. give the beſt accounts 
thoſe manuſcripts, which have been hitherto uſed, 2 
collated with the text of the printed editions 


- 


0 
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prints EW 

0 | Lectionaria, Enchologia. 

ing, HERE are ſeveral manuſcripts, which contain not 
, 1 whole books of the N. T. arranged in their uſual 
and m 


order, but detached parts, appointed to be read on cer- 
ain days in the public ſervice of the church (avayuuces), 
from which again whole books have been put together. 
They are called lectionaria, and are compounded, ſome 
of them of the four Goſpels, others of the Acts and the 


adingy Epiſtles : to the former was given the title evayytaon, 
ntted u to the latter that of amoroxcg*. See Du Freſne gloſſa- 
q pd num mediæ Grecitatis, p. 100. 440, 441. If a Lectio- 
refore l it ! 


narium contains both parts, it is termed @troroncrusys 
ww, Whoever wiſhes to ſee a lift of the leſſons con- 
tained in the Lectionarium of the Acts and the Epiſtles, 
preſerved in the Univerſity library at Gottingen, may 
have recourſe to my Orient. Bibl. Vol. XI. p. 185 
188*, 8 IT — 
Cæteris paribus, a Lectionarium is not of equal value 
with a manuſcript of the ſame antiquity, that contains 
the books of the New Teftament complete, becauſe in 
the former the text was frequently altered, according to 
the readings, which were moſt approved at the time when 


inſtanck 
ndob. 4 
- for d 


ia fact 
les pri 
nd of the 
du NI. 
New Tel 
bus N. 


e parti; f | 
y Nn es written. It is not however to be denied, that 
* er ſometimes have readings of great importance, of 
0 N Much the reader will find examples in the above- men- 


tioned deſcription of the Gottingen Lectionarium, p.188 
192. But in reſpect to the omiſſion of a principal 
paſtzze, ſuch as 1 John v. 7: their evidence is of more 
Reight than that of an ordinary manuſcript ? 5 
In the Lectionaria we frequently find the words, 
leſus ſpake,” prefixed to the ſpeeches of Chriſt in the 
Þolpels, the expreſſion ade in thoſe epiſtles which 
"ee written to whole communities, and T:xvov Tuo 
hole to Timothy. This is no various reading, be- 
S merely deſigned fot the officiating miniſter; but it 
« frequently happened, that theſe expreſſions have been 
Vor. II. | Iz: intruded 


prefaces i 
CCounts » 
uſed, alu 


2 
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intruded from the Lectionaria into the copies of com. 
plete books, in which caſe they form a various reading, 
though a ſpurious one. No one has examined this kind 
of error with more accuracy than Matthäi: fee for in. 
ſtance his notes on Luke vii. 31. ere de o Kvgrog, Ads 
11. XPALTSYTOS de Ts (%TFevro; Xs (for KEaT&T0YX of aurs) 
X. 21. 786 a HAPEVES & ro Koevnars Te0g br inſerted 
after rug aud, becauſe here a new leſſon began, with- 
out which addition no one would have known to what 
perſons the ſubject related. xxi. 8. o wee: Toy Haun. 
Theſe are words, which are omitted in a very great num- 
ber of manuſcripts. | 
Another miſtake, which we have reaſon to attribute 
to the Lectionaria, is remarked by Matthii in his not 
to Luke xx11 43, 44. The ſame leſſon is ſometimes 
compoſition from two different Goſpels, the conſequence 
of which is, that in other manuſcripts likewiſe there 1s 
copied in one Goſpel what belongs to another, for in- 
ſtance the above-mentioned paſſage in the Codex Le- 
ceſtr*. after Matth. xxvi. 39. call 
With reſpect to collecting readings from the Leftv- 
naria, Matthäi, with a degree of bitterneſs againſt Me- 
ſtein, who has been leſs accurate on this head, gives the 
following rule : © many lectionaria have the ſame text q ide. 
the Evangeliſts in two different leſſons, but with dif- 
rent readings, words being found in the one, that ar 
wanting in the other ?.” This circumſtance ought to bci, 
noted, for in conſequence of its being neglected, e bid 
extracts from the Lectionaria, eſpecially thoſe made by 
Wetſtein, are very uncertain : ſee for inſtance his note 
to Luke xxiii. 45*. It is true that, according to the ay 
above-mentioned rule, the collecting of readings from e 
the Lectionaria is extremely irkſome, nor can the) 
noted with the fame brevity as thoſe from other mau nu 
icripts, ſince it would be neceffary to add, thus in the | 
former,” © thus in the latter lefſon ?.” | nat 
We find likewiſe in the Greek Euchologia ſeveral 
texts of the N. T. See for inffynce that publiſhed at 
Venice, Txpx NixoAny TAUAEI, 1684. p. 43 7481. * 
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TOs EVR PVERNIE T8 o EVIUUTY. and 48 1492. xFYA% 


om. 
ino, n aba gaαποbͤ. Matthäi has given extracts from one 
kind of theſe Euchologia, though a very modern one, at the 
in. end of St. John's Goſpel : but this appears to be a ſu- 
Ads perfluous burden in ſacred criticiſm, under which the 
LIM inquirer muſt at laſt fink. 
erted 
with- 
What | 
[UN 8 E. C . III. 
_ Of the diviſion of the manuſcripts into different claſſes, and of 
. what is called the Fedus cum Græcis. 
is note E muſt not ſuppoſe that all the manuſcripts of 
mes 1 the Greek Teſtament are of equal value, and in 
quence ſumming up their evidence, we muſt not immediately 
here is determine in favour of that reading, which is confirmed 
for in. by the greateſt number of voices. | 
ex Lei | have ſpoken above of the manuſcripts which Knittel 
calls Codices critici, which are not taken from one only, 
Lectio- but from ſeveral manuſcripts, the tranſcribers having 
if Wa- adopted thoſe readings, which appeared to them to be 
gives the Ee beſt. Such manuſcripts have leſs authority, con- 
e text dc edered as evidence, for though it appears from them, 
ich dific- at ſome more ancient manuſcript had this or that par- 
that aue cular reading, yet we are unable to judge of that more 
ght to be cient manuſcript, becauſe they have not in all caſes 
ted, de bided by its readings. - 
made by dome manuſcripts are written with care, others with 
his note egligence: thoſe which belong to the latter claſs, be- 
ng to te themſelves in general by frequent omiſſions, or by 
ings from  ſubflitution of words of a ſimilar ſound and mean- 
n they bee, for words which other manuſcripts ſhew to be 
ner manu ume. Theſe are of no authority, when the queſtion 
hus in Wines to the omiſſion of words or lines, or the deter- 
tun between readings of a fimilar meaning. Thoſe 
1a (ever the contrary have here the greateſt weight, from 
bliſhed i bode orthographical miſtakes it appears that the copyiſts 
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were unacquainted with Greek, and therefore incapable 
of introducing the above-mentioned errors. 


Some manuſcripts have conſtantly that reading, which 
is ſubject to the feweſt difficulties, or certain words and 
lines, which 1n other approved manuſcripts are omitted, 
It 1s evident that they proceeded from a tranſcriber, who 
ventured in various inſtances to alter the text. Such 
manuſcripts have no right to a voice, when the queſtion 
relates to readings of this nature. 

Some manuſcripts have not only the Greek text, but 
are accompanied with a verſion, which is either inter- 
lined, or in a parallel column: theſe are called Codice 
bilingues. The greateſt number is in Greek and Latin, 
and the Latin verſion is in general one of thoſe, which 
exiſted before the time of Jerom. As we have Syruc: 
Arabic, and Gothic-Latin manuſcripts, it is probable 
that there exiſted formerly Greek-Syriac, Greek-Gothic 
and other manuſcripts of that kind, in which the orig: 
nal and ſome verſion were written together. They ar 


for this reaſon remarkable, becauſe not only one verſion 


might be eaſily altered from another, but even the Greek 
text itſelf from the tranſlation, with which it was accom: 
panied. 

Many verſions, notwithſtanding their frequent and 
often greater coincidence with the readings of ancil 
i ee have remained in general free from cenſur 
but to the Codices Græco-Latini the charge has be 
laid, that the Greek text has been altered through! 
from the Latin; and the accuſation has not been con- 
fined to theſe alone, but has been extended to mf 

.other manuſcripts, the readings of which coincide Wil 
the Latin, not excepting the Codex Alexandrinus, wil 
vas written in Egypt, a country belonging to the Gre 
dioceſe, and where Latin was in general unknon 

This matter is of the more importance, becauſe in 1 


number of manuſeripts, which have been thus accu 
as welt ſimply Greek, as Greek and Latin, are ptecie 
the moſt ancient, which we ſhould naturally prete!, © 
account of their venerable antiquity, to all others: 


b 
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if the charge be grounded, the moſt important and moſt 
ancient witneſſes are deprived of the right of giving evi- 
dence, and we have no other reſource than thoſe, which 
are modern. Whoever wiſhes. to examine the principal 


U. 
idle 


ch 


3 authors on this ſubject, may conſult the Hiſtoire du 
** texte du N. T. ch. 30—32. and the Diſſertation critique 
duch ſur les manuſcrits du N. T. by Simon, who has given 
Nin the moſt learned, and the very beſt account for the age 
g | in which he lived: my late father's Tractatio de varus 
1 lectionibus N. T. caute colligendis, & 80—98. and 
* Wetſtein's Prolegomena, in a great variety of places, 
ew which are too numerous to be here mentioned. The 
* two latter have been the principal accuſers of what are 
aſich called Latinizing Manuſcripts, eſpecially Wetſtein, from 
Sni whoſe authority the accuſation received very general 
"halle credit. The two principal adyocates in their favour 
ook are Grieſbach and Woide, the former, in his Symbolz 
* criticæ, Vol. I. eſpecially p. cx—cxvii. the latter, in his 
hey m preface to the Codex Alexandrinus. | 

my I formerly took part with the accuſers, as appears 
end from the former editions of this Introduction, but I have 
"dl gradually altered my opinion, and am at preſent fully 


perſuaded tat the charge is ungrounded. I candidly 
confeſs, that Grieſbach and Woide have greatly contri- 
buted to confirm me in this new opinion, though the 
alteration itſelf is rather the reſult of my own private re- 
flexion, of a more careful examination of the readings 
of theſe manuſcripts, and above all, of a diligent uſe of 
Hearne's edition of the Acts of the Apoſtles, fram the 
Greek-Latin manuſcript called Codex Laudianus, in 


1ent and 
f ancient 
1 cen{urt, 
has bee 
wrought 
been CON 


0 1 which th * rx 

"ide wil g e two texts are written in parallel columns *. 
nus, WAI G - J would not be underſtood to aflert that the 
the Gred reek text has in no Caſe been altered from the Latin, 


ince any verſion whatſoever, that ſtood in high autho- 


unknov No he ſte 
auſe in n Fal might ſometimes have had this influence ; for even 
us accuſe mus, in his edition of the Greek Teſtament, altered 


* paſſages from the Latin. In caſes therefore where 
ve particular reaſon to ſuſpect an alteration, I would 
no meansdenyit, as for inſtance Rom. i. 32. where, after 
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re preciſe 
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the word expreſſive of , the Latin verſion has in 
almoſt all copies intellexerunt, for which different Greek 
manuſcripts *, even ſuch as are of high antiquity, have 
the following different readings : A EVONOAv, BX EVVWW0Ry, v 
ouvnav, This variety betrays a tranſlation from the 
Latin. 

But if we except the few paſſages, where there is ſome 
particular reaſon for ſuſpecting a corruption, I am of 
opinion that the charge, which has been laid to theſe 
ancient and venerable manuſcripts, which I ſhall ſeve- 
rally deſcribe in a following ſection, is ungrounded. For 
their coincidence with ſome one of the ancient Latin 
verſions, affords no ground to conclude that the former 
have been corrupted from the latter, as this ſimilarity 
may ariſe from a totally different cauſe, namely, that 
the Latin verſions themſelves were made from ancient 
Weſtern manuſcripts, which muſt of courſe reſemble 
thoſe, that were written in the Weſt in the ſixth and 
following centuries. The Latin verſions are very an- 
cient, and therefore made from very ancient manuſcripts: 
it is no diſgrace then to a Greek manuſcript of the fixth 
or ſeventh century, (for theſe are the moſt ancient 
now extant) or a proof of its corruption, if it coincides 
with one of the Latin verſions. Theſe are not only very 
numerous, but have many various readings, in which 
even the ſenſe is totally different ; it may therefore be 
reaſonably expected, that an ancient Greek manuſcript 
ſhould coincide ſometimes with the one, ſometimes with 
the other; and if we had more remains of the old Latin 
verſions, we ſhould find theſe examples of coincidence 
{till greater in number. But is this to be conſidered 358 
crime? and may we not aſk with what particular verſion 
it is a fault to be allied? or is the contagion ſo genera, 
that every Greek manuſcript, which reſembles them, 
muſt be conſidered as infected? The charge is really ol 
too various a nature to be capable of ſupport. _. 1 

Many ſimply Greek manuſcripts have readings, wic 
have been called Lectiones latinizantes : ſhall we 1 


clude then that even theſe have been interpolated = 
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he Latin, and is no limit to be fixed to the operation 
W this ſuppoſed contagion ? Beſides, we have other an- 
ent verſions, which have been made immediately from 
he Greek, ſuch as the Syriac and the Coptic, which have 
W:cquently thoſe very readings, that have formed the 
round of accuſation againſt the Codices Grezco-L: tini. 


ſome lt is true that tranſcribers, in every age, might alter 
m of he Greek text in certain caſes, according to the reading 
theſe ff the eſtabliſhed verſion in the countries, where they 
{eve- ved; but we muſt not forget, that the old Latin church 
For ntertained different ſentiments, with reſpect to the Latin 
Latin erhon, from the more zealous advocates of the church 

modern Rome, and that they had no motive for 


larity aking fuch an alteration in all their manuſcripts. It 
that as at the inſtigation of Pope Damaſus that Jerom cor- 
xcient ected the Latin from the Greek, a circumſtance uni- 
emble erſally known to the Weſtern church; and as the pre- 
1 and aces of Jerom were at that time conſtantly prefixed to 
ry an- he Vulgate, it is very improbable that either tran- 
-ripts: nibers, or the clergy, or the learned in general of thoſe 
\ ſixth ges, ſhould undertake with one voice to correct the 


ncient reck from the Latin, when they knew that the learned 
acides ather had made the former the baſis of his alterations 
y very the latter. 


Some of the manuſcripts, | expoſed to this cenſure, 


ore be ere written in countries, which give the charge a very 
uſcript leh degree of improbability, the Alexandrine manu- 
s with ript for inſtance, which was written in a country that 
Lain elonged to the Greek dioceſe, and where that language 
idence one was poken. It is ſurely improbable that any man, 
ho lived in Egypt, would alter the Greek original from 
verſion Latin tranſlation. 
eneral, Many, or, to ſpeak more properly, the greateſt num- 


er of theſe cenſured manuſcripts, coincide in an equal, 
not higher degree, with the Syriac and Coptic, than 
th the Latin: no reaſon therefore can be aſſigned, why 
be ſuſpicion ſhould be referred to the latter, rather than 
o the former. The readings of the Cambridge manu- 
pt are very frequently ſo like thoſe of the Syriac ver- 
L 4 hon, 
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fon, that we might rather ſuppoſe it to have been 4. 
tered from the Syriac, than from the Latin; yet thy 
aſſertion has been made by no one, ſince every one ſs 
its improbability. The remarkable coincidence wik 
the Syriac and Coptic verſions is a proof that ſuch ms 
nuſcripts, inſtead of being corrupted from the Latin, 
were faithfully taken from very ancient copies, wh 
had readings, that are not extant in modern manuleripy; 
eſpecially when we add, what Grieſbach has remarke 
in ſeveral, that they have a ſtriking affinity with the 
readings of Origen, whoſe copy of the Greek Teſtamen 
was bardly corrupted from the Latin. 
It appears from moſt of the Codices Grzco-Latin, 
that the Latin verſion has been altered from the Greek 
text of that copy, to which it was annexed, for inſtane 
the Cod, Cant. and Laud. 3. The Latin verſion i 
theſe manuſcripts, varies ſo materially from the other 
Latin verſions, that there is much more reaſon to ſuſpett 
an alteration in the Latin, than in the Greek, eſpecull 
as the latter is placed in the firſt column. In readiq 
the Acts of the Apoftles, publiſhed by Hearne, from the 
Cod. Laud. 3. every one muſt obſerve, that the Latin 
has been frequently altered from the Greek, even at the 
expence of grammatical accuracy. But it would be 
reign to the preſent purpoſe, to ſupport theſe aſſertions 
by proofs and authorities, as the taſk has been alread 
performed by Grieſbach and Woide : but I ſhall ue 
notice of ſome examples in the enumeration of the 
ſpective manuſcripts. | 
Beſide the more ancient alterations, which have bet 
ſuppoſed to be made in the Greek text, it is afferted 
many of the learned; that at the council of Florence bel 
in 1439, with a view of eſtabliſhing an union betiee 
the Greek and Latin churches, a reſolution was form 
that the Greeks ſhould alter their manuſcripts from tht 
Latin. In the ſecond edition I defended. this aſſertion 
bur the inquiries inſtituted by Goeze, in his Conti 
tion of the Defence of the Complutenſian edition of t 


* 
New Teſtament, p. 40—753. have made me 9 
| 4s | 


. VIII. 


en 1 py opinion with reſpect to this article, which is termed 
et ths y che learned, F dus cum Græcis. 1 hoſe who would 
ne fer dare more information on this ſubject, may conſult the 
e with bove-mentioned treatiſe ; it will not however be im- 
ch ns MWWcoper to quote the words of ſome of the principal au- 
Latin ors, who have engaged in this controverſy. 

which Eraſmus ſays *, Hic obiter illud incidit admonendum, 
Herbs fe Græcorum quoſdam novi teſtamenti codices ad La- 
marked I inorum exemplaria emendatos. Id factum eſt in fœdere 
lith die! rzcorum cum Romana eccleſia quod fœdusꝰ teſtatur 


ulla, quæ dicitur aurea. Viſum enim eſt hoc ad fir- 
andam concordiam pertinere. Et nos olim in hujuſ- 
nodi codicem incidimus, et talis adhuc dicitur aſſervari 
n bibliothecà Pontificia. Verum ex his corrigere noſ- 


tamen 


3-Latiny 
ie Greek 
inſtance 


erſion M otus ſpectandum quid legerint veteres Græci, Origenes, 
he other uhanaſius, Baſilius, Gregorius Nazianzenus, Chryſoſ- 
0 ſuſpelt e emus, Cyrillus, ac Theophylactus. Hoc eo viſum eſt 
eſpecah i nonere quod jam nunc quidam jactitant, ſe trecenta 
1 reading ca notaſſe e codice pontificiæ bibliothecæ, in quibus 
from tele conſonat cum noſtrà vulgata editione, cum mea diſ- 
the Lau rat. Eraſmus has this remark, in the edition of 
ven at de 535, and even in the fourth edition of 1527, in his 
uld be e to Luke x. i. though in different words. But 
. aſſertions does not appear whence he has taken his account, no 
en alten res of it are to be diſcovered in the hiſtory of the 
(hall ue uncl of Florence, the moſt learned catholics, who 


of the u we been able to obtain the beſt igformation ©, Simon 


d Blanchini, abſolutely deny it; and the latter, in a 


have been ook publiſhed under the authority of the Pope, calls a 
aſſerted erection of this nature © emendationem vel potius de- 
rence ba watonem,“ which, he ſays, Greek paraſites perhaps 
on betwee | 


as formed 


s from Fita argumentorum contra moroſos quoſdam et indoctos. I had fol 

15 aſſertion el Blanchini, and quoted it as in the fourth edition, but Goeze 

Continaa — the miſtake. . 

lition of be He quotes therefore the golden Bull, as a proof of the fœdus cum 

e waver 1 Kh not of the agreement to alter the Greek text from the Latin, | 
mM} der Goeze's Defence, p-· 4 — 50. PN 
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os, eſt Leſbiam, ut aunt, admovere regulam. Illud 


| may | 
n the fifth edition of the New Teſtament, printed in 1535, in the 
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may have privately attempted in Italy. Now it is rey 
poſſible that Eraſmus had ſeen ſome ſuch manuſcrip, 
that had been altered from the Latin, but it is mer 
conjecture that the alteration was made in conſequena 
of the Fœdus cum Grecis. He was at that time oc 
pied with a defence of his own editions, and Goeze hy 
thewn it to be probable, that this was intended as x 
anſwer to an objection made by Sepulveda, in a lette 
dated Nov. 1, 1533, (which Goeze has reprinted, p. 
—58) where he ſpeaks of 365 falſe readings. [ti 
not improbable therefore that Eraſmus in his as 
| {wer afferted too much, as we ſeldom think fo cool 
in diſputation as at other times, and Eraſmus was 10 
endued with the gentle manners of Sepulveda, Hl 
remark on Luke X. i. is certainly erroneous, or It 
muſt have underſtood by the title Fœdus cum Grad 
ſomething different from the propoſed union betwen 
the two churches at the council of Florence, for ie 
writes, quaſi neſciamus poſt Græcos in concordiam Rv 
mane ſedis receptos, et codices illorum ad latinorun 
exemplaria fuiſſe emendatos. Quorum de numero mult 
argumentis fuiſſe colligo codicem illum literis majuſcul 
deſcriptum. Now it appears, on comparing this palla 
with that in his Capita, that he means the famous Coda 
Vaticanus, but this was written undoubtedly many ag 
prior to the council of Florence, being one of the mot 
ancient manuſcripts now extant 3. 5 

There is an anſwer of Sepulveda to Eraſmus, date 
May 23, 1534, which ſome conſider as the moſt in 
portant evidence in favour of the above-mentioned age 
ment, others as a proof of the contrary : this arilesP 
from the obſcurity of Sepulveda's expreſſions, pu) 
through the want of being in poſſeſſion of the letelo 
Eraſmus. That the reader may judge for himſelf, Iw 
tranſcribe the whole of what relates to this ſubſe 

od pertinet ad librum pontificium *, Grecos cod 
N. T. Græcorum quorundam vel malitia vel lu 
fuiſſe depravatos id ipſum quod ſcribis fides eff indudl 
rata, quod in Græcorum ad ſanitatem redeuntum 9 


/ 


d Codicem Vaticanum, 
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cautum fuerit *, ut Græci codices ad Romanam 
nem emendarentur, quomodo enim poterant clarius 
we conteſtari, exemplaria Romana lectionem veram 
W-rmanam retinere, Græcorum eſſe vitiata? Nam 
| ais, græcam lectionem ex græcis auctoribus eſſe 
ndam, diceres aliquid ft rationem Græci fermonis 


P. FI. 


1s Ver 
uſcriph 
is ment 
equene 
1e Oc 
oe ze his 


d as 1 ares a Græcis commodius quam a Latinis expli- 
\ 2 lettet at libros archetypos, fundamenta noſtre religionis 
cd, p. e rentes, cur non credamus ſanctius, gravius et in- 
s. Its ptius aſſervatos eſſe in ſcriniis ac bibliothecis eccle- 


b. Nomanæ, quæ caput eſt Chriſtianorum, et ſemper 


fo coolyMhorma catholicæ pietatis, quam in Græcia, quæ ſpe 
was no reticorum et leviſſimorum hominum fraudibus et 
da, H rerum novarum agitata. Quod accidiſſe certum 


LXX decretis concilii Nicæni, quæ cum integra 
riniis eccleſiæ Romanæ aſſervarentur, tamen ad Ori- 


8, Or I 


n Grey, 


beten in quibuſdam eccleſiis incenſa ſunt, in aliis ad 
e, for E pem numerum redacta, ſublatis videlicet quæ ip- 
diam No- conciliis et conatibus obſtare videbantur, ut 
latinorul aſus, et cæteri epiſcopi ex Alexandrini ſynodo ad 
ero mul m Papam conqueruntur, a quo exemplum de- 
majuſca h rem ipſorum, quod petebant, receperunt. Adde 
11s pally libri tutiores ab injurus eſſe ſolent, et minus a 
ous Coden doctis ſcholia ſæpe cum ſcripturis confundentibus 
many age ubi a paucioribus vel leguntur vel intelliguntur, 
f the mo ene hoc dicis placuiſſe in fœdere, ut dictio Græca 


daretur ad Latinam, quod nec eſt probabile, præ- 


nus, dem in certo aliquo loco“, et nunquam factum fu- 

6 moſt Mm ; | iſſe 
ned aglee me underſtand by this clauſe, © proviſion was made that the Greek 
riſes p Knpts ſhould be corrected,” but Goeze, p. 71. explains it, pro- 
ns, part) P made that the Greek manuſcripts ſhould not be corretted,* , 
he letter 1 to which I cannot ſubſcribe. Blanchini, probably 

: af ] 1 p miltake, has printed ne inſtead of ut: it ſeems as if he took 
niels. Irds in the ſame ſenſe as Goeze, that he retained in his memory 
18 ſubje | manng, which he expreſſed more clearly in other words. 

C08 codic 8 uncertain whether the Roman Vulgate, or the Vatican copy of 
vel levital ktext, is here meant, Tt appears to me, that Sepulveda him- 
eft indubl died what ſenſe he ſhould aſcribe to the expreſſion of Eraſmus l. 
untium fe unable to comprehend the meaning of theſe words. Perhaps 

dent trading is © incerto? in one word, in which caſe the ſenſe would 


be, 
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iſſe certum habeo : nam articulum, quem citas ex aun 


N ECT. I 


bulla, licet duas aureas bullas in libro conciliorum = 
legerim, invenire nuſquam potui i. Quam igitur di er 
et unde nobis petenda ſit, obſecro te ne graveris ad n = th 


perſcribere. The beginning of this quotation 1 unds 
ſtand as follows: With reſpect to the manuſcript | 
the Pope's library, it follows, from the account whit 
you have given me, that Greek manuſcripts have bet 
corrupted by the malice or levity of certain Greek 
ſince you ſay, that in the articles of agreement mat 
with the Greeks, who were on the point of returning 
the true faith, it was reſolved that the Greek man 
{cripts ſhould be corrected according to the Ro 
. readings *. For how could both parties give a ſtrong 
proof that the Roman readings were genuine, and i 
Greek corrupted ?* Sepulveda then, before he had 
ceived this letter from Eraſmus, had never heard of t 
article in the Fœdus cum Græcis, and it ap | 
he takes it upon truſt, and draws concluſioks from 


eratior 
or the 
fect © 
ne yea! 
to no 2 
land Ra 
of this c 
not in 
known 1 
to the at 
ſhould þ 
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* againſt Eraſmus. He appears, at the ſame time, to Wrnmic 
in doubt what ſhould ſerve as a baſis for the correcuMminuſcr 
of the Greek text, whether ancient, and correct mi Every 
ſcripts in the Pope's library, or the Vulgate; he Mg of 
only mentions the latter as highly improbable, but ci ſeripts he 

Jenges Eraſmus to quote the paſſage, where he N diſtint 

found it. 41 | bers. 
- The only inference to be deduced from theſe ptemi one i a c 

is, that the pretended agreement in the Fœdus ci tis a. 

Græcis is a mere conjecture of Eraſmus, to which None is no 

had recourſe, as a refuge in a matter of controverly. Witte prin, 
| | Curse. 
be, it is not probable that an order ſhould have been given to £0 30. ex 
Greek manuſcripts from the Latin, unleſs it were in dubious palag but Grief 
where a very ancient verſion alone could determine which of the * word w 
readings of the Greek text was the true one. 5 adiions c 

i It ſeems that Sepulveda underſtood the expreſſion in the lett Tag 
Eraſmus, in the ſame ſenſe as many underſtand it in the roy ** hoes b s 
I have above quoted, namely, that Eraſmus cited the golden But, | a 


proof of the agreement made to alter the Greek text from the 
See above Note (d). t Bis nip 


chnculum fe 
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ue ame time I admit, what is aſſerted by Blanchini xk, 
and not denied by Goeze, that Greek paraſites, who 


er the taking of Conſtantinople were obliged- to 
ex their bread in Romiſh countries, undertook al- 


cations in the Greek text, through a miſtaken zeal 
r the church of Rome. But this circumſtance can 
affect only thoſe manuſcripts, which were written after 
ie year 14.53, and which in other reſpects are entitled 
wo no authority, for inſtance the Cod. Montfortianus, 
mi d Ravianus. Fortunately, however, the manuſcripts 
ef this deſcription are very few in number, and were we 
rot i poſſeſſion of theſe two, we ſhould hardly have 
known that any alterations had been made. In regard 
one eo the accuſation of Eraſmus, it is extraordinary that it 
ſhould have been made, not only without evidence, but 
by the very man, who himſelf is the moſt expoſed to the 
charge, fince in his edition of the Greek Teſtament, a 
ery great number of paſſages were altered, merely on 
on the authority of the Latin, which alterations have been 
mnſmitted to later editions, though ratified by no Greek 
manuſcript. | 

Every man, who 1s acquainted with the various read- 
e Mies of the N. T., muſt. obſerve, that certain manu- 
ſcripts have an affinity to each other, and that their text 
e s diſtinguiſned by characteriſtic marks, from that of 
ers. It is evident that two manuſcripts, of which the 
one is a copy of the other, are entitled only to one voice: 


one 1 not copied from the other, it muſt be explained on 
be principle, that they are derived from a common 
ſource, Bengel, in his Introductio in criſin N. T. $ 27 
—30. expreſſes this relationſhip by the word familia, 
but Griefbach uſes the term recenſio 7, that 1s, edition, 
word which I ſhall adopt in this Introduction. Theſe 
kae Utions depend on the diverſity of time and place. If 
oe ie text of the Greek Teſtament has in the courſe of 
pull, ses been altered, either through neglect, or by pre- 
be Lal | tended 


His expreſſion is Grzculum paraſitum in Italia verſatum 1d ultro 
Canculum leciſſe. Evangeliarĩium quadruplex, Tom. I. p. 495. 
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i this affinity be found in manuſcypts, of which the 
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ie quotations of thoſe fathers, who lived and wrote 
dere. It is hardly neceſſary to remark that age, and 
ountry, will be ſometimes at variance with each other, 
ad that an edition, eſpecially the Byzantine, will ſome- 
mes vary in both: likewiſe that the principal editions, 
0 which the manuſcripts of the Greek Teſtament are 
vided, are again capable of ſubdiviſions: for theſe 
e remarks which muſt occur of themſelves to every 
der. 

No man has deſerved ſo highly of the public, in re- 
ud to the arrangement of the manuſcripts of the Greek 
eftament under their reſpective editions, as Grieſbach. 
ke particularly his Symbolæ criticæ, p. cxvii-cxxii. where 
has promiſed a more complete account in his ſecond 
oume. He aſſumes the three following principal edi- 
ons. 1. The Weſtern edition. 2. The Alexandrine 
lition, 3. The Byzantine edition, or, as he likewiſe 
vt improperly terms it, the Eaſtern edition; but in the 
owing ſtatement 1 will avoid this expreſſion, becauſe 
gere was a ſtill more Eaſtern edition, which has been 
pied moſt frequently in the extremity of the Weſt. 

It appears to me, that there have exiſted four princi- 
U editions : | 

1. The Weſtern edition, or that formerly uſed in 
untries where the Latin language was ſpoken, for our 
ern manuſcripts have been chiefly brought from 
ſRece, With this edition coincide the Latin verſion, 
ich was made from it, more eſpecialty as it ſtood be- 
the time of Jerom, and the quotations of the Latin 
ters, not excepting thoſe who lived in Africa, though 
om, in his correction of the Vulgate, made frequent 
of manuſcripts, that were written in Greece. We 
in ſome meaſure aſſume a two-fold Weſtern edition, 
E of which has a ſtriking affinity with the Syriac 
on. 

. The Alexandrine, or Egyptian edition. With 
» as might be naturally expected, coincide the quo- 
Wns of Origen, which Grieſbach has collated with 
particular care, as alſo the Coptic verſion. 

| : 2:86 
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3. The Edeſſene edition, which comprehends thi 
manuſcripts, from which the old Syriac verſion w 
made. Of this edition we have at preſent no man 
ſcripts, a circumſtance by no means extraordinary, wha 
we recollect that the Syriac literati had an early prey 
dice for whatever was Grecian, and that the Eaſt, dul 
ing many ages, that elapſed after the fifth century, x 
the ſeat of war and devaſtation. But by ſome accidat 
which is difficult to be explained, we find manuſcrnf 
in the Weſt of Europe, accompanied even with a Lat 
tranſlation, ſuch as the Codex Bezæ, which ſo eminent 
coincide with the Syriac verſion, that their relationlh 
is not to be denied. The new Syriac verſion belony 
not properly to this edition, becauſe manuſcripts we 
uſed from the library of Alexandria. 

All theſe three editions, though they ſometimes dif 
in their readings, harmonize very frequently with ea 
other. This 1s to be aſcribed in a great meaſure to the 

high antiquity, for our oldeſt manuſcripts belong to a 
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of theſe editions, and the tranſlations themſelves ions! 5 
very ancient. A reading, confirmed by the evidn It muſ 
of all theſe three editions, is ſupported by the very hig Not neceſ 
authority, but it muſt not be conſidered as infallvWrovince 
fince the true reading may be ſometimes found on one b 


the fourth. As theſe three editions themſelves vary 
times materially from each other, we may conclude tl 


: l 4. , IT 
alterations, or pretended improvements, were made Preſpach 
a very early age in the Greek text, which were difeplons in 
in different countries. To the foregoing may be add piſtles o 


4. The Byzantine edition, or that in general ue poltls, 
Conſtantinople, after this city was become the Cp 
and metropolitan See of the Eaſtern empire. With ü pure i 

edition, thoſe of the neighbouring provinces were clo dings fr 
allied. Though we have no proofs with reſpect to 
Minor, no doubt can be made that they belonged 
this principal edition; the greateſt number of mal 
ſcripts, written on Mount Athos, are evidently ot 
Byzantine edition, and the fame may probably be! 


of almoſt all Greece, and of the iſlands, not 
| | * 
i 
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perhaps the Rhodian manuſcript, which, though highly 
celebrated, is to us totally unknown, It is certain, 
or at leaſt highly probable, that almoſt all the Moſ- 
com manuſcripts, of which Matthäi has given ex- 
acts, came originally, from theſe countries, and be- 
ng therefore to this edition, or, to ſpeak more pro- 
perſy, to the later Byzantine edition, ſince none of them 
s more ancient than the eleventh century. To this 
dition are likewiſe to be referred the quotations of 
bryſoſtom, and Theophyla& biſhop of Bulgaria, with 
e dlavonian, or Ruſſian verſion : among theſe is ob- 
erred a very frequent coincidence. 

vince many. alterations were unavoidably made, in. 
e ſeries of years that elapſed between the fourth and 
Iſteenth centuries, we may divide the Byzantine edition 
Ito the ancient, and the modern. The readings of the 
Fj2antine edition are thoſe, which are commonly found 
our printed text of the Greek Teſtament, which 
aries very frequently from thoſe of the three: firſt edi- 


lions *, 
lt muſt be further remarked, that a manuſcript has 
pt neceſſarily the readings that were moſt uſual in the 
fovince in which it was written, for it may be a copy 
one brought by accident from a diſtant country. 
muſcripts likewiſe, which contain the whole of the 
J., may in different parts follow different editions. 
neſbach has obſerved, that the Codex Alexandrinus 
ons in the Goſpels the Byzantine edition, in the 
iſtles of St. Paul the Alexandrine, in the Acts of the 
poltles, and the catholic epiſtles, the Weſtern edi- 
om", Laſtly, the more modern the manuſcripts, the 
Pure is the edition, as they contain a mixture of 
ungs from ſeveral editions. N 


or. I. n SECT, 


— 
* 


three parts, the firſt containing the four Goſpels, the 


178 MSS. of the Greek Teſtament. CHAP,V11, er. 7 
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| e of gr 
Further diviſion of the manuferipts of the Greek Tefamen, Wiccan 
| een alr 


EW manuſcripts contain the whole New Teſt 


eat for 
ment, which tranſcribers have generally divided int 


Lennico! 
d of m. 


ſecond the Epiſtles and Acts of the Apoſtles, the third The n 
the Revelation of St. John. The greateſt number ar the m 
thoſe which contain the firſt part, thoſe which have the IS nece 
ſecond, or the firſt and ſecond together, are likewiſe nu. n, we 
merous, but thoſe of the third are extremely few. Ty ſcripts 
this muſt be added, that in many manuſcripts are omit er evid 
ted thoſe epiſtles, whoſe divine authority was formerly 1. The 
doubted. We muſt not therefore conclude, that thy MMnined or 
or that known manuſcript has the reading of the printed A the utn: 
text, becauſe it is not quoted among the number ue of th 
thoſe, which have a different reading; for it is poſſbeettzment 
that the book itſelf, of which the paſſage in queſtion e concl; 
a part, may be wanting in that manuſcript. To prevent Wlegome 
miſtakes of this kind, every critic ſhould have a table H Faul, t 
the contents of each manuſcript. Beſides, the ancient ding, . 
manuſcripts have many chaſms, whole leaves and ſheets. Ther, 
being frequently wanting: it is neceſſary therefore that vWanined f 
critic be acquainted with theſe chaſms, ſince he mige, an, 
otherwiſe conclude that a manuſcript, not quoted tor D have 
various reading, coincided with the printed text, thoug) Bcd to t. 
tthe paſlage itſelf having been eraſed, it could afford ft worthy 
2-, *,evidence, either for or againſt the reading. This ob. en ſelecte 
ervation may be eſpecially applied to ſuch manuſcipꝭi r inftan 
as contain not whole books, but only fragments. poldhagy 
The collectors of various readings would have pe ed at 
vented a variety of miſtakes, which without the Tee with 
beſt memory are unavoidable, in reſpect to theſe ww E text. 
if they had quoted not only the manuſcripts which Ee in for 
viated from, but likewiſe thoſe which confirmed one lpec 
common text. This accuracy has been obſerved in y = Juc 
critical edition of the Greek Teſtament, though it 10 "cr thet 


fingk 


enable us to examine the whole evidence at 4 115 
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ew. An edition, founded on theſe principles, would 
e of great value in facred criticiſm ; but as it would be 
eceflary to collate anew the manuſcripts, which have 
een already examined, the undertaking would be too 
eat for any ſingle perſon, unleſs he were enabled, as 
ennicott by the liberality of the Engliſh, to call in the 
d of many of the learned. 

The more, or leſs frequent uſe, which has been made 
[ the manuſcripts, is another ground of diviſion, which 
b neceſſary to obſerve, becauſe without this diſtinc- 
on, we ſhall be expoſed to the danger of quoting ma- 
ſcripts in favour of a reading, at the very time when 
eir evidence is in favour of the contrary. | 

1. There are many manuſcripts, which have been ex- 
nined only for a ſingle text, ſuch as 1 John v. 7. or 
the utmoſt for a very few. Even in Wetſtein's cata- 


eſtament, are ſeveral of this kind: we muſt not there- 
e conclude, becauſe Wetſtein has deſcribed, in his 


Faul, that thirty-ſix are in favour of ſome particular 
King, when thirty-five are quoted againſt it. 
2. There are other manuſcripts, which have been 


at mined from the beginning to the end, but not com- 
e ch, and in reſpect to all the readings. The critics, 


o have uſed them, have extracted only ſuch as ap- 
ured to them to be genuine, or, if not genuine, at 
ſt worthy of notice: at other times, thoſe only have 
en ſelected, which anſwered ſome particular purpoſe; 
for inſtance, in the edition of the Greek Teſtament 
boldhagen, the editor extracted from the manuſcript 
lerved at Molſheim, thoſe readings only which har- 
mize with the Vulgate, in oppoſition to the printed 
& text. In this caſe, a critic renders his own evi- 
ice in ſome reſpects inadmiſſible, for ſince he quotes 
7 one ſpecies of readings, it is impoſſible to form an 


ether theſe readings are to be referred to thoſe, which 
M 2 have 


we of the manuſcripts, uſed in his edition of the Greek 


olegomena, ſeventy-one manuſcripts of the epiſtles of 


quate judgement of the whole, and to determine 
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have been corrupted from the Vulgate, or being then: of 
ſelves genuine, confirm thoſe of the Vulgate. 


[ ( 
3. The third claſs conſiſts of ſuch, as either HH ans 
been, or at leaſt are ſaid to have been, completely lM this kit 
accurately collated. This is ſo difficult an unde, of U 
and requires not only ſuch good eyes, but ſo r Laud 
phlegmatic patience, that we can hardly expect u Ubi 
in critical catalogues, all the various readings of a ments 
nuſcript, which has been only once collated. On of th 
reviſion, not only omiſſions, but errors are genenl e and 
found in the preceding catalogues, and Wetitein, odex Al, 
collating many manuſcripts anew, made diſcoei t purp! 
which had wholly eſcaped the notice of his predecellnWWcrine ; 
4. The fourth claſs conſiſts of ſuch, as have e publiſh, 
completely and accurately collated more than once, Wit is fon 
whole various readings, therefore, we have more och is ir 
to expect a perfect catalogue. But here again we ar Wi! be th 
danger of falling into an evil, for which the filth cim“ 
alone, which I ſhall preſently mention, can afford a cy years 
When various readings are transferred from one crt\dex Vat 
edition to another, as from that of Gregory to Mett valua 
edition, and from the latter to thoſe of Bengel, pt is ha 
Wetſtein, it is unavoidable that the manuſcripts ſhould this pu 
ſometimes falſely named, at other times various rea, not p. 
omitted: and as Wetſtein has marked by cyphes ! ed his 
nuſcripts that in former editions had been denoted He the O. 
the initial letters, he could hardly avoid ſubſtituting III. N 
ſome caſes, one figure inſtead of another. Theft WW Accurate 
inaccuracies, which not only may, but actualh "WC impor 
happened. To this muſt be added, that in one only in 
edition, perhaps thoſe manuſcripts only are quoted, e ticke m 
readings differ from the text of that edition; ta Aided, a, 
ſubſequent edition, a different text is choſen as the Mr is very 
the editor of which neglects to mention thoſe "WF": cop 
ſcripts, which differ from his text, becauſe the) cy exandrin 
with that of his predeceſſors; whence it foloud ud cont 
"thoſe extracts, which in the firſt edition were 2c lcemeny 
and complete, are in the following edition not oe, we h. 


perfect, but ſometimes alle *. 30 
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The fifth claſs, which is by far the moſt valuable, 
nts of ſuch as have been printed word for word, and 
n therefore an original, unmixed edition of the Greek 
lament. We can boaſt only of very few manuſcripts 
this kind. Hearne printed at Oxford, in 171 5, the 
& of the Apoſtles in Greek and Latin, from the Co- 
; Laudianus 3. 3 Knittel has annexed to his edition 
Ulphilas, p. 53—118. a copy of two very ancient 
ments, preſerved in the library of Wolfenbüttel, the 
e of the four Goſpels in general *, the other of St. 
e and St. John*; Woide printed in 1786, the 
dex Alexandrinus, line for line, with types caſt for 
u purpoſe, and perfectly ſimilar to the original ma- 
ſcript; and the Univerſity of Cambridge has reſolvæd 
publiſh, in a ſimilar manner, the Cod. Cant. I., or, 
it is ſometimes called, the Codex Bezæ, the care of 
hich is intruſted to Dr. Kipling, a publication which 
il be thankfully received by every friend to ſacred 
tciſm *, It was the intention of the Abbe Spoletti, 
few years ago, to publiſh the whole of the celebrated 
dex Vaticanus, which would likewiſe have been a 
ſt valuable acceſſion, ſince a more important manu- 
pt is hardly to be found in all Europe. He delivered 
this purpoſe a memorial to the Pope, but the deſign 
b not put into execution, either becauſe the Pope 
ed his aſſent, or the Abbe abandoned it himſelf, 
the Orient. Bibl. Vol. XXII. No. 333. and Vol. 
III. No. 3485. — 
Accurate and complete impreſſions, of ſuch ancient 
d important manuſcripts, would be of great value, 
t only in points of criticiſm, but to our religion itſelf. 
| theſe means, very numerous errors might have been 
aded, and our collection of readings, which at pre- 
it 15 very imperfect, might have been rendered com- 
de: copies of manuſcripts, printed like the Codex 
crandrinus, which perfectly reſembles the original, 
uld contribute in a very eminent degree to the ad- 
cement of biblical criticiſm, and without this affiſt- 
de, WE have reaſon to fear, that in a couple of centu- 
M3 TICS 
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ries our collection of readings will fall into ſuch conk. 
ſion, as to render it neceſſary to collate! again the my 
3 nuſcripts, which have been already examined. If ſerer 
editions, like that of Wetſtein, ſhould hereafter h 
publiſhed, it 1s probable that ſo much inaccuracy wi 
ariſe, from the errors of tranſcribers, and printers, th 
it will be always neceſſary to have recourſe to the nm 
ancient editions; and even this will be attended wit 


SECT. I! 
other he 
be not 

ſtance : 
with ; th 
manuſc. 
it was b 
the year 
15 no lot 


no abſolute certainty, as it may be difficult to den Laſtl 
mine, whether the new editor neglected by miſtake f which t. 
quote a manuſcript, or whether he omitted it by dens the 
as having been improperly quoted by the former edit from ot 
Examples of this nature I have found in Wetftein, whe lay imp 
he has omitted readings, that are contained in Mil tioned t 
edition, without mentioning that Mill was miſtaken in the qu 
; A very valuable library might be compoſed of th mon te? 
impreſſions of ancient manuſcripts, which, though fading 
expenſive for a private perſon, ſhould be admitted int To this 
every Univerſity collection, eſpecially the Alexndm ed by 
and Cambridge manuſcripts, to which I would add, Urban \ 
it were now poſſible to procure it, Hearne's edition! for the. 
the Codex Laudianus 3. A plan of this fort could the Reve 
executed only in England, by a private ſubſcripti ſequel, 1 
where a zeal is frequently diſplayed in literary under a be : 
takings, that is unknown in other countries; and 1 to form: 
„ were to be wiſhed that the project were begun, bel is mar 
length of time had rendered the manuſcripts ullegbt ff the er 
and the. attempt therefore fruitleſs. Ten thoulan L particu 
pounds would go a great way toward the fulfilling er of 
this requeſt, if the learned themſelves did not augme ection, 
the difficulty of the undertaking, by adding their own | Opy, fre 
tical remarks, and endeavouring thereby to recomm * 5 
their publications, rather than by preſenting to the pure lig 
lic a faithful copy of the original. Should poſteri ace we 
put in poſſeſſion of faithful impreſſions of important u Thi a 
nuſcripts, an acquiſition which would render the ec es of « 
ſervice to ſacred criticiſm, all theſe editions of the Ne 
Teſtament ſhould be regulated on the ſame plan, . 1 cone: 
Hearne's edition of the Acts of the Apoſtles. On f PP. see 


* 
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other hand, impreſſions of modern manuſcripts would 
be not only uſeleſs, but even burdenſome, ſuch for in- 
fance as that which Eſchenbach propoſed to publiſh, 
with the addition of various readings from fix other 
manuſcaipts. We know nothing more of it, than that 
it was brought from Conſtantinople, and written before 
the year 139 1: he abandoned however his deſign, which 
is no loſs to biblical criticiſm !. | 

\ Laſtly, may be mentioned thoſe manuſcripts, from 
which the learned have given extracts, without deſcrib- 
ing the manuſcripts themſelves, ſo as to diſtinguiſh them 
from others. It was the ancient mode of quoting, to 
ay ſimply, Codex, or Codices, and though critics men- 
tioned the number of manuſcripts which they uſed, yet 
in the quotation of readings, that differed from the com- 
mon text, they neglected to determine what particular 
rading was taken from each particular manuſcript. 
To this claſs belong the twenty-two manuſcripts col- 
lated by J. Matthæus Caryophilus, by order of Pope 
Urban VIII. namely, ten for the four Goſpels, eight 
for the Acts of the Apoſtles and Epiſtles, and four for 
the Revelation of St. John: theſe J ſhall deſcribe in the 
ſequel, under the title of Codices Barberini, to which 
may be added the Codices Veleſiani. It is impoſſible 
to form an adequate judgement of readings extracted in 
his manner, becauſe we have not ſufficient knowledge 
bf the evidence itſelf, and are unable to decide, whether 
particular reading is the reſult of negligence in the 
nter of the manuſcript, whether it is an intended cor- 
tion, or whether he actually found it in the ancient 
opy, from which he tranſcribed. Manufcripts, col- 
lated in this manner, may be conſidered almoſt in the 
me light, as thoſe which have never been collated, 
pnce we have no criterion to diftinguiſh them from 
bers; and ſhould they be again applied to the pur- 
poles of criticiſm, a new collation would be abſolutely 
neceſlary : 


| I contains the whole New Teſtament, except the book of Revela- 


E dee Schoenleben's Notitia codicis, quem Norimbergæ ſervat 


fleron. Guit, Ebper ab Eſchenbach. Norimbergæ 1738. 
M 4 
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Vorld with his diſcoveries, we ſhould derive from i 
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neceſſary : at leaſt, .in ſumming up the number of vi. But 
nedſſes, for or againſt a reading, anonymous manuſcripk occup) 
cannot be reckoned, without our being expoſed to th the co 
danger of counting one and the ſame evidence, as tu lation; 


Every manuſcript, that is entitled to a voice, muſt hae nuſcrij 
a name, or a mark of diſtin&ion, ' were: it only the tide A tended 
Codex meus, which the proprietor aſcribes to it; it i weight 
likewiſe neceſſary to know the number of books which that ev 
it contains, and the place where it was kept at the tine examin 
of collation. It is not my intention to preſcribe the the fan 
rules, which ought to be obferved by a critic nM k&ion: 
his deſcription of a manuſeript; but only to mention ſuelled 

thoſe marks of diſtinction, which-are abſolutely nect 
' fary, becauſe if they are neglected, a manuſcript, though 
collated with the utmoſt accuracy, 1s of no more yalu 
to poſterity, than one that has been never uſed ©. 


— —— — — —  ——— eminent 
teading: 
V. quotatic 


3 : before 0 
Of manuſcripts hitherto uncollated, 


A Deſcription of all the manuſcripts of the Nev 
a A Teſtament, which have never been uſed for the 
purpoſes of criticiſm, and which lie buried in the dit 
rent libraries of Europe, would be a taſk, to which nj 
abilities are unequal, fince, without printed catalogus 
it is impoſſible to know the treaſures, which each lib 
contains. An inquiry of this kind would be likemik 
foreign to an Introduction to the New Teſtament: bi 
if a literator, who had made a ſtudy of this branch d 
knowledge, would in a particular treatiſe favour i 


very great advantage, eſpecially in the publication of 4 
new edition of the Greek Teſtament, becauſe mal 
valuable manuſcripts are often neglected, for no od 
reaſon, than that we are unacquainted with the place, l 
which they are preſerved *. 
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But thoſe which are of little value, and even ſuch as 
occupy a middle rank, if their readings coincide with 
the common printed text, are hardly entitled to a col- 
ation; an augmentation of the number of modern ma- 
nuſcripts, whoſe evidence is generally the ſame, is at- 
tended with no advantage, and is beſides a cumbrous 
weight for every critic. It is not my intention to aſſert, 
that every modern manuſcript is to be rejected without 
examination, which is neceſſary, in order to ſave others 
the ſame trouble; but I mean to aſſert, that our col- 
edions of various readings ought not to be unneceſſarily 


called, and that future editors might, without being 
(HY expoſed to cenſure, omit the readings of inferior manu- 
(cps, and of ſuch as have a general coincidence. 

0 On the contrary, ancient and important manuſcripts, 


which lie concealed in libraries, eſpecially in thoſe of 
Italy, deſerve our particular attention, and none in fo 
eminent a manner, as thoſe which are diſtinguiſhed by 
readings, that coincide with the ancient verſions, or the 
quotations of the ancient fathers. Here we have a field 
before our eyes, where much remains to be performed. 


8 . Vi 


Of the manuſcripts, that have been uſed in editions of the 
Greek Teſtament * » 


by initial letters, writing for inſtance Al. for 


+ i. drinus ; but ſeveral miſtakes have ariſen in theſe 
1 6 bbreviations, which Wetſtein, in his Prolegomena, has 
on times noticed, and corrected. He has himſelf 
na ed the ancient manuſcripts with the letters A. B. C, 


Xc. and thoſe, which he held to be more modern, with 
Pers, from 1 to 112., a mode of notation, which 
quently expoſes us to error, ſince it is more difficult 
or the memory to retain the figures, which denote each 
danuſcript, than an abbreviation of their names; and 

25 ö Fe 


ILL and Bengel have noted their manuſcripts 
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he has rendered this difficulty ſtill greater, by not retain. 
ing the ſame marks throughout the whole work, for hi Co 
letters and figures have a different meaning in the epil. 
tles of St. Paul, from that which they have in the four 
Goſpels, a ſtill different meaning in the catholic epi 
tles, and Acts of the Apoſtles, and laſtly, they are taken this 
in a fourth ſenſe, in the book of Revelation. Wetſtein, 
who devoted his whole life to the ſtudy of theſe man 


ſcripts, might retain theſe marks of diſtinction, but i we 
is almoſt impoſſible for his readers. Beſides, in letters | 
and figures, errors of the preſs are more eaſily commit: reſp 
ted, and more difficult to be diſcovered and corretted, it 1 
But as Wetſtein is the principal collector of varnou bet 
readings, I ſhall mention, in the following catalogue, been 
the figures by which he has noted each manuſcript. Dr. the | 
Semler, in the third volume of his Introduction to the attac 
interpretation of the Bible, has delivered many obſer moſt 
vations on theſe manuſcripts, but as I have not ſufficien G 
time to examine whether his quotations are accurate, this \ 


can make no uſe of his literary labours *. | tis, w 

Moſt of the manuſcripts, which 1 ſhall deſcribe i "Pp 
this ſection, have been quoted and deſcribed by Wet 
ſtein, a great part therefore is nothing more than an ei 
tract from his Prolegomena. But in order to take 
as little room as poſſible, I ſhall avoid making reference 
either to his Prolegomena, or thoſe of Mill, becauk charac 
each manuſcript may be eafily found, by referring w | 
their indexes. | 


1. Alexandrinus, which is noted by the letter A. un 
all the four parts of Wetſtein's edition of the Greek 
| Teſtament. As it would be inconvenient to interweais for inf 
the additional matter, which I have at preſent to oF between 
municate, into the deſcription, which I have alreadſ 
given of this manuſcript in the third edition, the 


lowing account is written, independently of the "I bat thi 

mer, which T will ſubjoin at the end of this de 1 | 

tion, as it contains a variety of materials, which m4) Greek | 
nuſcript 


von] to the reader. Cyril 


rer. rl. MISS. of the Greek Teftament 1387 


Cyrillus Lucaris, a native, of Crete, and Patriarch of 
Conſtantinople, whoſe life has been written by Smith, 
in a book entitled De vita, ſtudio, geſtis, et martyrio 
Cyrilli Lucaris, and briefly deſcribed by Woide, in the 
ninth paragraph of his Prolegomena to the edition of 
this manuſcript, preſented this MS. to Charles I. in 1628, 
by his ambaſſador in'Conſtantinople. It was depoſited in 
1753 in the Britiſh Muſeum, with the reſt of the royal 
library, an account of which may be ſeen in Woide's 
Prolegomena, & 26. Various diſputes have ariſen, with 
reſpe&t to its antiquity, whence it was brought, where 
it was written, and its real value. Some critics have 
beſtowed on it all poſſible commendation, while it has 
been depreciated in an equal degree by others, nor has 
the honeſt donor, Cyrillus Lucaris himſelf been left un- 
attacked, eſpecially by Wetſtein, who was one of its 
moſt ſtrenuous adverſaries. ; 

_ Cyrillus procured the manuſcript in Egypt, though 
ths was doubted by Wetſtein, becauſe Matthæus Mut- 
tis, who was ordained deacon by Cyrillus, had ſaid that 


e n it came from Mount Athos. But Wetſtein's objections 
Ve. have been fully anſwered by Woide, in the 11. 128. 
ver and 136. paragraphs of his Prolegomena. According 


e 0 to all the accounts, which Cyrillus had received, it was 
ces likewiſe written in Egypt, which is confirmed by the 

characteriſtic marks of the manuſcript itſelf, not except- 
ing thoſe, which relate to its orthography, as will appear 
tom my former deſcription, and from the 3 3*. para- 
| graph of Woide's Preface, who has found in 1t certain 
A. U points, which the Copts uſually placed over particular 


Ce letters. But ſome of his arguments are not convincing !, 
real for inftance that which he derives from the exchange 
colt Ween e and ai, an error which is found in many ma- 
= nuſcripts, and to be explained on the principle of an 
the 


aciim, But I can ſee no reaſon whatſoever to doubt, 
he for that this manuſcript, which takes its name from Alex- 
andria, was really written in Egypt . According to a 
Tk ſubſcription, that was formerly viſible in this ma- 
nuſcript, though at preſent effaced, it was written by 
. Thecla, 
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Thecla, an Egyptian lady of high rank, who lived ſ 
after the council of Nicza ©.; in the Arabic "kms 


ſhe is called the Martyreſs Thecla, which is a manifeſt 


SEC 


I w: 
dud 


error, becauſe the Martyreſs Thecla is placed in the time I 
of St. Paul“. It is very poſſible, that a perſon of the ciſel 
name ef Thecla may have written, if not the whole, at cent 
leaſt a part of it, though we can place little dependence place 
on ſuch traditions of former ſubſcriptions, but that tle mod 
copyiſt lived as long ago as the council of Nicza, s gene 
wholly incredible, for the manuſcript cannot poſſibly be ed in 
fo ancient. Woide, who has himſelf tranſcribed anl [ hay 
publiſhed it, and muſt therefore be better acquainted quity 
with it than any other perſon, aſſerts, in the 28". pars great 
h of his Preface, that it was written by two different 59. v 
copyiſts: he has obſerved even a difference in the ink, PatTo1 
and what is of more importance, even in the ſtrokes of | ſeen 1 
the letters. If the three principal parts of the New Tel tion c 
tament were diſtinguiſhed in this manuſcript, by a di. Was tl 
ſerence in the hand-writing, the obſervation of Grief it was 
bach, which I ſhall preſently mention, would be of great than t 
importance; but the place, where the one ceaſes, and cientt 
the other commences, is in the middle to pla 
It is written with uncial letters, without marks d ls equz 
aſpiration, accents, or intervals between the words the eig 
This ſhews its high antiquity, and that it was not uri. foreme 
ten ſo late as the tenth century, which ſome of its at lament 
verſaries have aſſerted. Of the points annexed to cel- denote 
tain letters, which before appeared unintelligible; of the has do 
large initial letters, which are ſometimes placed in a ven this m. 
extraordinary manner; of the abbreviations, of wbt ltled, 1 
however there are very few ?, &c. a full account mi) of its xe 
ſeen in Woide's Preface, who has given a very ACCurale Thel 
deſcription of the manuſcript in general '*. It com age 
of four folios, three of which contain the Old Teſt lad abe 
ment, and the fourth the New Teſtament. See the py Cc 
account taken from the third edition, and the jc "9p 1 
fimile of Luke xvii. 4. placed, in Woide's edition, be- 72 la 
tween the liſt of ſubſcribers and the preface. that j 
has likewiſe deſcribed the chaſms more accuratel) * In e 
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Iwas able to do in the preceding edition of this Intro- 
ction. | 
7 hat the antiquity of our manuſcript cannot be pre- 
ciſely determined, that thoſe, who refer it to the fourth 
century, aſcribe to it too great an age, and that they who 
place it in the tenth make it on the other hand by far too 
modern, as appears from the form of the letters and the 
general character of the manuſcript itſelf, will be obſerv- 
ed in the deſcription taken from the third edition, where 
[ have examined the arguments for and againſt its anti- 
quity. Whoever would examine this ſubject with ſtill 
greater accuracy, may conſult Woide's Preface **, & 41— 
59. who has likewiſe examined the arguments of the 
patrons and adverſaries of its antiquity, without having 
ſeen what I had written on this matter in the third edi- 
tion of this Introduction“. The reſult of my inquiries 
vas the following, that the limits of the period, in which 
it was written, cannot be confined to a ſpace that is leſs 
than two hundred years: it cannot poſſibly be more an- 
cient than the ſixth century, and I would hardly venture 
to place it in that early age; but on the other hand, it 
equally impoſſible, that it ſhould be more modern than 
the eighth century. I would not allow it therefore the 
foremoſt rank among the manuſcripts of the Greek Teſ- 
tament, not even in reſpect to its antiquity; nor would I 
denote it by the firſt letter of the alphabet, as Wetſtein 
has done, (though in other reſpecks he is no admirer of 
yer this manuſcript) an honour to which it is as little en- 
titled, in reſpect to its internal excellence, and the value 
of its readings "3. 2 
rate Theſe, which are the principal object of our inquiry, 
mils AY eam to be examined. It appears, from what has been 
lad above, that our manuſcript has been greatly and ur- 
e e ny cenſured by ſome, while others have been equally 
e fic laviſh in their praiſes. The principal charge which has 


oli that it Latinizes, or, that it has been altered from the 
ain verſion, and becauſe the coincidence is very fre- 
quent, the accuſation found general credit. It might 
| | be 


been laid to it, a charge chiefly propagated by Wetſtein, 
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be ſufficient to refer my readers to what I have ſaid on 
this ſubject in general, in the third ſection of this chap- 
ter; but as this manuſcript is of ſome importance, it is 
neceſſary to examine the charge which has been laid to 
it in particular“. | 

As 1t appears, from all the accounts which we hare 
been able to gather, that it was written in Egypt, and 
probably in Alexandria itſelf, it is incredible that a tran- 
fcriber, who lived in that country, ſhould have alteredthe ſcript n 
Greek text from a Latin verſion. Egypt belonged not 
to the Latin, but to the Greek dioceſe; and Latin was 
not underſtood there, except by thoſe who had learnt it 
as a learned language. If we have recourſe to the ex- 
amples that are alleged as proofs, we ſhall find ftill lef 
reaſon to believe that the charge is grounded, for the 
eee Latinizing readings are found not only in other 

reek manuſcripts, but in ancient verſions. One of the 
ſtrongeſt proofs, and which formerly appeared to me of ne or t 


ECT. 


text; 
n Oa 
DoW 
anuſ 
he Eg 
arkal 
wo fol 


ſome importance, is the inſertion of d wer,? ay, erlion | 
Acts iv. 25. a reading found in the Vulgate ; fo that the dd ert: 
text of the Cod. Al. 18 0 Ty wœrgog Nw 01% WVEUfAGNTOS a br N10 
coc ro AA wade os Er. Now it is evident that the with 
words in queſtion are inſerted in an improper place; but ng, Ac 
what reaſon is there to ſuppoſe that they were interpolated br aury, 
from the Latin in particular? Many other manuſcryts XVI, 4. 


quoted by Wetſtein have the ſame words, and likeik be Cura 
improperly inſerted, to which may be added the Moſcor Grieſb 
manuſcript * noted I, which was certainly not altered re dit 
from the Latin: its reading is o d v * e ber It 

Wvrvu art aYyin Popaaros Aud waidog ov. The lame Wo Ution 1 
are found in the old Syriac and Coptic verſions, though pltles w 
in a more proper place, but in the new Syriac they ar Pt, an 
inſerted with the ſame impropriety as in the Alexandrine be trar 
manuſcript . If therefore our manuſcript has been c Wreck T. 
rupted from a verſion, it is more reaſonable to ſuſpett re diff 
the Coptic, the verſion of the country in which it u ally be 
_ written. We find likewiſe in the Coptic the very ame 5 1Mpoj 
inverſion of the particle pn, 1 Cor. viii. 8. which Bs Trnt 
a different, and even a better ſenſe than the * [4 T hae 


(XI; 
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text; namely, the Coptic and Cod. Al. have erg vag cav 
un OzYupiv, WERIOTEVOpEV, UTE, Kal Oayoper, ve af 
Now as this inverſion is likewiſe found in ſome Latin 
anuſcripts, it ſeems as if they had been altered from 
he Egyptian edition. I have obſerved in general a re- 
xrkable coincidence between this manuſcript, and the 
wo following verſions. 


1. The Coptic. For inſtance, it is the only manu- 


on, wa xavynowpes, 1 Cor. X11. 3. à reading which 
n the time of Jerom was found in ſeveral manuſcripts. 
his coincidence is ſuch, as might be expected from a 
mnuſcript written in Egypt. | 


2. The Syriac, the evidence of which = in num- 
0 ſerleſs inſtances with that of our manuſcript. But I 
1 jill ſelect only a few readings of the Syriac, which are 
0 bund either in the Cod. Al. alone, or at the utmoſt in 
f ne or two other manuſcripts. For inſtance, the Syriac 


erfion and the Cod. Al. alone omit , Mark vii. 8. 


e dd eri after ppzgrugwrs, Acts xiv. 3. and have deo ©? 
1 Ir digen abug, Acts xxili. 23. The Syriac and the Cod. 
ie N. with one or two other manuſcripts, have - avrozs for 


ws, Acts x. 48. omit the ſecond xai, x11. 25. have euros 
IT guy, XX1, 4. and ere IegoroAvpmois for er IeeuooAupors, 
vv. 4. which makes ſome alteration in the ſenſe *?. See 
be Curz in Act. Apoſt. Syriacos, p. 1 52. gs 

Grieſbach has obſerved that this-manuſcript follows 


red ke different editions, the Byzantine in the Goſpels 
' dere its readings are of the leaſt value, the Weſtern 
nds Ption in the Acts of the Apoſtles, and the Catholic 
ugh pltles which form the middle diviſion of this manu- 
are pt, and the Alexandrine in the epiſtles of St. Paul“. 


be tranſcriber therefore copied the three parts of the 
cot- freek Teſtament from three different manuſcripts, of 
ee different editions. If this aſſertion be true, which 


was tally believe, though I have not examined it myſelf, _ 
ſame 5 mpoſſible to pronounce a general judgement on this 
gl anuſcript. | 


mon Wl 1 had any charge to lay to the Cod. Alexandrinus, 
1c 


ſaipt now extant that has the reading of the Coptic ver- 
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it ſhould 
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the literati of Alexandria. For inftance Rom. ji, 5 
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be the following, that ſome of its reading 
appearance of ſcholia, or even corrections g 


avramoduotu; G fOr amoxanrubius, a reading found in m My 
other manuſcript ; but I am unable to produce other qcript 
examples, though I have met with ſeverql, becauſe! ich 
have neglected to note them. ir cr 
No manuſcript has been more frequently and mor om t 
accurately collated, and there was reaſon to ſuppoſe thi hanuſc 
the laſt extracts, which were made by Wetſtein would tin; 
have rendered future labours of this kind ſuperfluoy; d th: 
but we are informed by Woide, in the 2 50. paragraph of P\:xan 
his preface, that Wetſtein has been guilty of ſeveral om Jons w] 
ſions and ſeveral: errors, and has ſometimes admitted engel, 
into his collection of readings the miſtakes which hul lll fay 
been made by Mill; a circumſtance - which Woide ei. flion « 
plains, on the ſuppoſition that Wetſtein, after he hud ars, a1 
collated the manuſcript himſelf, compared his own er: ext. 
tracts with thoſe of Mill, and ſupplied his own deficien- WPcunab: 
cies from the latter, becauſe he believed them to be ps of | 
accurate. | Intro 
We are now in poſſeſſion of a perfect impreſſion d ring p 
chis manuſcript, which is accompanied with ſo comple eto 1 
and ſo criticaſ a collection of various readings, as is hardy dend 
to be expected from the edition of any other manuſcript E%ucit. 
Dr. Woide publiſhed it in 1786, with types caſt for thi conſiſte 
purpoſe, line for line, without intervals between the Bod in a 
words, as in the manuſcript itſelf : the copy is ſo perth bes ex 
a reſemblance of the original, that it may ſupply meant 
place: its title is Novum Teſtamentum Græcume e, 1! 
dice MS. Alexandrino qui Londini in bibliotheca MH the 1 
Britannici' affervatur deſcriptum ; it is a very ple confide 
folio, and the preface of the learned editor conta . who 
an accurate deſcription of the manuſcript, with but en 
act lift of all its various readings, that takes up no Ir he lays 


than eighty-nine pages, and each reading is accomy lhe New 


nied with a remark, in which is given an account 6 


what his 


predeceſſors Junius, Walton, Fell, Mill, Grave 6 manu 


and Wett 


tein had performed, or neglected. 97 
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D:{eription of the Codex Alexandrinus, as it flood in the third 
edition of this Introduction. 


My readers will excuſe me, if I treat of this manu- 
ſcript in a very prolix manner, becauſe the opinions, 
hich have been formed of it, have material influence in 
ur eriticiſms on the New Teſtament. For, as it varies 
om the common printed text more than moſt other 
ranuſcripts, and in ſuch caſes often agrees with the 
ain verſion, the authority of the latter muſt increaſe, 
d that of the common Greek text diminiſh, if the 


{WP cxandrine manuſcript be entitled to the commenda- 
f ons which have been beſtowed on it by Mill, Bentley, 
gel, and the greateſt number of Proteſtant writers. 
ol ll ſays of it, $ 1338, that the church has been in poſ- 
u. on of nothing more valuable during the laſt 1200 
al ars, and & 1341, that as this is the oldeſt manuſcript 
x n cxtant, it appears that no one ab ipſis fere canonis 


e runabulis' has contained a more true text of the writ- 
jos of the Apoſtles. Bengel, in the 320. ſe&tion® of 
| Introductio in criſin N. T. has maintained the fol- 
wing poſition, Alexandrini codicis et Latine verſionis 
latio unam, breviſſimam, certiſſimam, et facilimam 
adendi rationem, partim ſubminiſtrat, partim ad eam 
rip ducit. Theſe words, which ſeem to convey more than 
tht confiſtent with the truth, and are generally under- 
el in a ſenſe, that the writer did notantend to expreſs, 
ore bas explained in his Tractatio de ſinceritate N. T. 
meaning eis, not that thoſe readings are neceſſarily 
ec une, in which the Alexandrine manuſcript coincides 
Mull" the Latin verſion, but that the foregoing rule may 
ena conſdered as a mean of quieting the conſciences of 
| de, who wiſh to clear up doubts in their own minds, 


be ſays, that both theſe reſources extend to the whole 
comp the New Teſtament, that the Latin verſion is under- 
ount 8 0 by every man of education, and that the Alexan- 
e manuſcript has been very accurately collated. He 
4 P. 390. of the old edition of the new a 
DM" or. Ji.“ 2: © SY 


* * n 


thout entering into the difficulties of ſacred criticiſm, 
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has likewiſe no objection to the ſubſtitution of ancthe 
manuſcript and another verſion to the two above. ner 
tioned, as the means of diſcovering the true reading 
Bengel himſelf became a critic through ſcruples of con 
ſcience”, and he wiſhed to ſupply others, who were i 
the ſame ſituation, with rules that might contribute u 
their relief. But if it be true, as ſome gave affertel 
that the Alexandrine manuſcript has been altered fron 
the Latin, this rule of Bengel would lead rather to ert 
truth. | 
— . that has ſo much influence on fact 
criticiſm, deſerves to be treated more at large; but i 
that I can advance is only a ſmall part of that, which bu 
been written by other men of learning on this ſubjt 
The accounts which have been given in detached pi 
ſages by Hody, in his treatiſe de bibliorum textibi 
originalibus, by Grabe, in his Prolegomena to the Sy 
tuagint, and by Lee, in his Notitia codicis Alexandrin 
relate chiefly to the Greek text of the Old ay, 
but they may be of uſe in forming a judgement of ; 
' manuſcript in general, and of its antiquity in partic | 
In oppoſition to Grabe's Notitia, Caſimir Oudin 70 
liſhed at Leyden, in 1717, Trias Diſſertationum 7 
carum, in which he argues againſt the antiquity o 
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bengel 
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ulcript 
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"x . nſtable 
Codex Alex. and contends that it was written l * . 4 
the tenth century, for the uſe of a monaſtery belong \ Tm 
to the order of Acœmets. But this treatiſe appea!s 


muſt þ; 
cent, 
Un che 
ts hay 
ments 
fXandriz 


een written partly to ſerve the turn of a „ 
— —_ to pe, As ſale of Bos's o_ | 
Septuagint, which followed, or pretended 8 = 1 
text of the Codex Vaticanus, partly, as Schulze ng 
through perſonal enmity to Grabe. Hichtel in 18551 
citatio critica de antiquitate et præſtantia co 


2 5 5 {id at count 
mani pre Alexandrino, publiſhed at Jena in 1 wy bard to f 
with Oudin ; Schulze, on the contrary, or ea 4; 
4 SCelebra 

| 3 br 

n See his Apparatus Criticus, p. 703. of the 24. _ th frien 
leff's Hiſtory of the Literati now living, Vol. VI. p. 429 + ory x 


inted in Breitint 
* The treatiſes both of Grabe and Lee are printed in B 
edition of the Septuagint. . 
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eat Dietelmaier, in a theſis publiſhed at Halle in 1739, 
acer the title Diſſertatio qua antiquitas codicis Alexan- 
rin vindicatur novoque argumento confirmatur, carries 
ts antiquity ſo high as the fourth century. Bengel has 
reatly extolled it in the 329, ſection of his Introductio 
n criſin N. T. but my late father, in the 100. ſection 
his Tractatio de variis lectionibus N. T. caute colli- 
dendis, has made ſeveral objections to that poſition of 
engel which I quoted above; and at the ſame time 
ontended that the Alexandrine manuſcript was not free 
om alterations from the Latin. To the objections of 
father, Bengel replied in the 10". and 11. ſections 
{ tis Tractatio de ſinceritate N. T. Græci tuenda. But 
o one has taken ſo much pains ts depreciate this ma- 
uſcript as Wetſtein, in his Prolegomena“. Laſtly, - 
Jr. Semler has treated of this manuſcript in a thefis, 
hich was the ſubje& of a diſputation at which he pre 
ded, publiſhed at Halle in 1759, and entitled Con- 
ture de ætate codicis Alexandrini; for though the 
beſs was drawn up by the reſpondent, it is certain that 
be aſſertions and diſcoveries, which it contains, are to be 
cnibed to Semler himſelf **. As ſo many of the learned 
we employed their pens on this manuſcript, various 
nmectures have been unavoidably made, that reſt on 
altable ground; and thoſe critics eſpecially, who draw 
er arguments for its antiquity, and country, from the. 
ternal evidence of the text itſelf, ſeem to forget that 
muſt have been copied from one, that was ſtill more 
dent. The tokens of antiquity therefore, which they 
din the text, and which are likewiſe alleged as proofs 
ts having been written in Egypt, may be uſed as 
gents, that the ancient manuſcript, of which the 
erandrine is a copy, was written in that age and in 
n country, but they lead to no poſitive concluſion in 
gud to the Codex Alexandrinus itſelf. This very juſt 
mark was made by Dr. Semler ; but a partiality for 
celebrated manuſcript has been the reaſon, that many 
is friends have contented themſelves with very unſa- 
Faftory replies. 2 0 1% F300 
N 2 +. Dn 
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: i 7 of Conſtantinople, wa Ml _ 
1 ray — of the aſt crny more : 
—_ tial for the church of England drew on hin 5 
re — of hs catholics, which ended with his death, Most 
. by the hands of la. i 0 
_ "ply he Porte, Sir Thomas Roe. In this manner anth 

| b aflador 3 land mt it acquired the title Alexat ransfer 
G a Cyrillus was ſaid to have brought it from Atinizir 

I . 


7 een Patriarch, Wetſten 
2 0 hs tort and believed it 
. taken from one of the two and twenty mon: 
_ was Mount Athos, on the credit of Matthzus 
Marte, 1 of Cyrillus, who 1 uy 

Ip But Cyrillus himſelf, i 
Rudolph Wetſtein the oO 1 
_ „ ne ad relates that, when ; 
— — was extirpated in Egypt, the 1 
gk , as eraſed from the end of the manulcript. » 
mw - Gable to ſuppoſe that Cyrillus muſt 0 * 
it is 10 10 uainted with the place, from which my 
_—_ t — brought, than his deacon Muttis 4 
nu ee where Cyrillus found it, is of leſs we „ 
— os t where it was written : and of {till lels „ 
_ ahe inquiry, which has been made by " 15 
> ppt whether Cyrillus obtained it by P 
et un Werein has made it doubtful, whey 

. CRE ndrine is due to this manuſcript in wt ' 
= cn he 1s of opinion that it 1s juſtly 2 
ye — ne for he is perſuaded from _— : = 
1 it was written at Alexandria, Th 
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deavoure 7 he ſame opinion, becauſe the oat t ex Alex 
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Ye ancient manuſcript, of which this is a copy. For 
this ancient manuſcript latinized, the Cod. Alex. 
uſt do the ſame, in whatever country it was written: 
nd fince it is by no means neceſſary, that books con- 
tntly remain in the ſame country, and they may be 
ransferred from one library to another, it is poſſible that 
atinizing copies were brought from Italy or the Weſt of 
ica into Egypt or Greece; a faithful tranſcript there- 
re from any one of theſe would likewiſe latinize, 
hough written in Conſtantinople, Greece, or Egypt. Be- 
les, the Coptic and Sahidic verſions have a ſtriking 
vincidence with the Codex Cantabrigienſis, which is like- 
le faid to latinize ; if therefore a manuſcript had been 
tered from the Coptic verſion, 1t would appear to do 
e lame. . 5 b 

That the Codex Alexandrinus was written in Egypt, 
ie following appears to me to afford a very probable. 
gument. Ezekiel xxvii. 18. both in the Hebrew and 
kek text, the Tyrians are ſaid to have fetched their 
Ine from Chelbon, X that is, as Bochart ex- 
uns it in his Hierozoicon Tom. I. p. 485, 486. from 
lalybon. But as Chalybon, though celebrated for its 
e, was unknown to the writer of this manuſcript, 
has altered it by a fanciful conjecture, of which we 
d many inſtances, to owey 8x XE νον, wine from He- 
bn. The impropriety of the alteration is manifeſt, 
cauſe the ſubſect relates to the produce of Damaſcus, 
Ut was probably made by an Egyptian copyiſt, be- 
ſe Egypt, which has itſelf very few vineyards, was 
terly ſupplied with wine from Hebron, whence at this 
day are yearly imported into Egypt at leaſt an hun- 
tuns of Dibs, or grape-honey. 555 

To the foregoing remarks may be added: what Woide 
mentioned in a letter dated April 21, 1772. HFav- 
lated a Sahidic verſion of the Acts of the Apoſtles 
tus Coptic Lexicon, he found that the characters of 
Nhidic manuſcript greatly reſembled thoſe of the 
ler Alexandrinus, eſpecially in that leaf of the Alex- 
ame manuſcript which contains the catalogue of the 
| „ „ 
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books of the whole Bible, where the letters are ſome 


what larger, and not ſo round as in the text itſ:\f, » etw 
when thoſe pages of the Sahidic manuſcript be exaning es 
that are written with care, in which the ſimilarity is great pace. 


nder 
times 
ſtance 
Illi. 2 


than where they appear to have been wiitten in hae 
(See likewiſe Woide's preface & 33.) 
The manuſcript conſiſts of four volumes, the thre 
firſt of which contain the Old Teſtament, the fou 


the New Teſtament together with the firſt epiſtle hibitec 
Clement to the Corinthians, and a fragment of the f. « 
cond. In the New Teſtament, which alone is the obj nf 
of our preſent inquiry, is wanting the begining as farg up 
Matth. xxv. 6. « vupOs er, likewiſe from [ohnn wy 


50, to viii. 52. and from 2 Cor. iv. 13, to xii. ). 


mult likewiſe be obſerved, that the Plalms are precede nacters, 


by the epiſtle of Athanaſius to Marcellinus, and foloue In 
by a catalogue ?, containing thoſe, which are to be uſt . f 
in prayer for each hour, both of the day and of the night n-” ha 
alſo by fourteen hymns, partly apocryphal, partly bones ch 


cal, the eleventh of which is an hymn in praiſe of tit 
t Virgin Mary, entitled WEOTeVNN α Ee. THE Neo roxv: furthe 
the Hypotheſes Euſebii are annexed to the Pſalms, adh 
Canones to the Goſpels. It is true that this has no im 
mediate reference to the New Teſtament, but may h 
influence 1h determining the antiquity of the manulcn 


alter tl 
it the e 
ferted 1 
df the C 
Thecla 
ent da 
ememb 


itſelf. 6 | | ? X , 
It has neither accents nor marks of aſpiration”, ! 
written with capital, or as they are called, unciallet 3 
: 1 - 2 © | | 
He wr, 
We manuſc 


P Kavovtc ntegivo, x WETERINOL anal, 
| ghty ob 


4 Grabe ſays, eos in primis quidem Geneſeos capitibus rent 


manus adpinxit: prima vero librarii manus per totum codicem ral Ay unc 
addidit. It were to be wiſhed that he had noted thoſe inſtances, than opf 
the firſt copyiſt has added theſe- marks, for if they are real notes uy Co 
aſpiration, they muſt have influence in determining the antiquitf © | ers, wh 
manuſcript, as well as on other queſtions. But Mill is of C Witte 
opinion, for he ſays, 5 1340, notulas iis haud abſimiles, quibus "IR ap . 
lenem repræſentant grammatici, quæ hic ſubinde occufrunt, * q 0 hi 
finem vocum, aut ſupra literas conſonantes, inter luſus calami haben e co 
Cenſeo: Now it would not have been improper, if in the copper P Grabe's 


, . F . ce l 
that have been given of the letters of this manuſcript, e 3 
ett. by 


been taken of theſe marks. (See at preſent Woide's preface, 
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and has very few abbreviations. There are no intervals 


x mes terminated by a point, and ſometimes by a vacant 
ed Frace. Here ariſes a ſuſpicion that the copyiſt did not 
1 nderſtand Greek, becauſe theſe marks are {ome- 
. 


times found even in the middle of a word, for in- 
ance Levit. v. A. CQvoprog. N for av 0ja0Tn, and Num. 
li, 29. 4 Tons". Some lines of this manuſcript are ex- 
kibited in copper plate in Grabe's Prolegomena to the 
Septuagint cap. i. $ 6. in Rogall's diſſertation de aucto- 
tate interpunCtionis in codice ſacro N. T. and Blan- 
hini Evangeliarium quadruplex P. I. on the reverſe of 
The firſt of the plates, which are placed p. 492. from 
Fhich the reader may judge of the form of the cha- 


4 nters, and the antiquity of the manuſcript. 
oi Cyrillus himſelf has given the following account“; 
"a We know ſo much of this manuſcript of the holy writ- 


ugs of the Old and New Teſtament, that Thecla an Egyp- 
lan lady of diſtinction (nobilis femina Ægyptia) wrote 
It with her own hand 1300 years ago*. She lived ſoon 
alter the council of Nicæa. Her name was formerly 
the end of the book, but when Chriſtianity was ſub- 
ferted in Egypt by the errors of Muhammed, the books 
ff the Chriſtians ſuffered the ſame fate, and the name of 
Thecla was expunged. But oral tradition of no very an- 
ent date (memoria et traditio recens) has preſerved the 
emembrance of it.“ It is difficult. to decide whether 
Ze this 
dee Grabe's Prolegomena, cap. -i. F 6. 
He wrote this in the year 1628. According to this account then, 
We manuſcript muſt have been written in 328, a date to which ſo many 


ighty objections may be made, that its moſt ſtrenuous advocates will 
dl undertake to defend it. But this error has furniſhed Oudin 


recent 
em mi 


es, Wn than opportunity of producing many arguments againſt the antiquity 
7 notes the Codex Alexandrinus, which ſeem to imply that Grabe and 
ity of ben, who have referred it to the fourth century, ſuppoſe it to have 
cont een Vritten in the above-mentioned year. Now it is probable, that the 
s (putt Vence which has been deduced from the account of Cyrillus, is more 
ide * he himſelf intended to expreſs, as he relates that Thecla lived 
i babe UE the council of Nicæa. ME ITN 

pper 5 ' Grabe's Prolegomena, cap. i. § x. 

notice! 


detween the words, but the ſenſe of a paſſage is ſome- 
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this account be confirmed, or contradicted, by the ſib. 
ſcription, which is written in Arabic on the reverſe of th 
leaf, which contains the liſt of the books of the Old and 
New Teſtament, It is ſaid that this book was written 
by the martyreſs Thecla.“ Now the martyreſs Tech 
who was a contemporary of St. Paul, cannot poſſibly hae 
written the Codex Alexandrinus ; and beſides, ſhe lived 
not 1300 but 1 500 years before Cyrillus wrote this ac- 
count, So far then the two accounts appear contr- 
diftory ?*, and Wetſtein, who was not quite impari 
in this affair, contended that the Patriarch falſely-repre 
ſented the tradition, in order to give it a greater degree df 
probability *. But the charge is really unjuſt, for Cyril 
appeals to a tradition reſpecting the ſubſcription, which 
formerly ſtood at the end of the book, and which ws ogue 
either expunged or torn out, not to the Arabic ſubſcro- Mot on 
tion which is ſtill extant. The perſon, who wrote the of the 
latter, had likewiſe heard that one Thecla was the tran- palms 
ſcriber, and being probably leſs acquainted with eck. of relic 
ſiaſtical hiſtory than. Cyrillus, made an addition to the I will. 
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account which confutes itſelf, as the manuſcript contans the acc 
the epiſtles of Athanaſius 3*. : not on 

On the other hand, I would by no means place ab- The 
lute confidence in this tradition. Dr. Semler ve termin 
properly obſerves, that there is no more reaſon to rey mat 
a tradition reſpecting the tranſcriber of an ancient mu- ourth 
nuſcript, than on a tradition that relates to an ande t was | 


relick. Nor will I take up the reader's attention b) 
inquiring who this Thecla was, to whom we are indebted 
for the Codex Alexandrinus. Grabe ſuppoſed that ſhe 
was the prioreſs of a convent in Seleucia, to whom Gre 


entur! 
have x 
Moſt p 
piltles 


. . . ; th 
gory of Nazianzus wrote three epiſtles, namely the 77 das Chi 
201*. and 2020. but, admitting that a perſon of t ered: 

I 1 . „ „„ „ - I name WIN; 
35,00 3 a Kone, 

v aa) 33 kay les) I 3 = g the 
See Grabe's Prolegomena Cap. I. 84. Ot ll monaſt 
.* Hun anachroniſmum ut vitaret Cyrillus Lucaris, rem ita narrait, Into th 


> x N ir: : ibu | 
<+ + + + + « at hoc non erat traditiones retinere, ſed novas ac yeteridl ldeſe, q 
contrarias fingere, _ | E 
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name of Thecla in the fourth century was really the copy- 
jſt, it is no neceſſary conſequence that ſhe was the Thecla 
to whom Gregory wrote, ſince many might have lived 
in that age, who had the very ſame name. The tranſ- 
criber might have been a perſon, of whom we have no 
nber knowledge than that of her name, who lived in the 
eighth or even in the tenth century. Notwithſtanding 
therefore the profuſion of learning, which has been diſ- 
played on both fides of the queſtion, an impartial lover 
of truth muſt acknowledge, that certainty 1s not to be 
Wobtaned 
The conjecture of Oudin, which was adopted by 
Wetſtein, that the manuſcript was written by an Acce- 
met is worthy of attention, becauſe it contains a cata- 
ogue of the pſalms, that were to be ſung at every hour, 
not only of the day, but of the night. A deſcription 
of the Accemets, or monks, whoſe office was to fin 
palms night and day, may be ſeen in Helyot's Hiſtory 
df religious orders 33, Vol. I. c. 29. at preſent therefore 
I will only obſerve, that this conjecture contradicts not 
n lie account that Thecla was the copyiſt, fince there were 
not only monks, but nuns of this order. | | 
The antiquity likewiſe of this manuſcript can be de- 
ver A ermined with no certainty, though it appears from the 
Iormation of the letters, which reſemble thoſe of the 
bur and fifth centuries, and the want of accents, that 
© as not written ſo late as the tenth century. In this 
entury it was placed by Oudin, while Grabe and Schulze 
Pare referred it to the fourth, which is the very ut- 
mot period that can be allowed, becauſe it contains the 
Fpiltles of Athanaſius. Wetſtein, with more probability, 
bas choſen a mean between theſe two extremes, and re- 
of the red it to the fifth century : but we are not juſtified in 
"ng this inference from the formation of the letters 
done, for it is well known that the ſame mode of form- 
10 3 was retained longer in ſome countries and 
* eries than in others; nor muſt we forget to take 
_ © account the above-mentioned likeneſs between 
| e, and the Sahidic characters. Wetſtein. has gone a 


: ſtep 
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ſtep further, and to this opinion, which is not wholy 
improbable, has added the following, that the Codes 
Alexandrinus is one of thoſe very manuſcripts fron 
which various readings were taken as marginal notes tg 
the Syriac verſion in the year 615, which I have me 
tioned Ch. vu. ſect. 11. but this conjecture has been 
amply refuted by Ridley in his Diſſertatio de verfioniby 
Syriacis, ſect. 15. | 
That the reader may be able to fee with what lit 
certainty we can judge of the antiquity of this celebrated 
manuſcript, I will produce the principal arguments which 
have been uſed both for and againſt it. He will probs 
bly learn from the following ſtatement, to pay lets adv 
ration to the Codex Alexandrinus than many eminent 
critics, and from this example will ſee the preference 
that is due in many reſpects to ancient verſions befor 
any ſingle manuſcript, becauſe the antiquity of the for 
mer, which is in general greater than that of the latter, 
can be determined with more preciſion. 

The arguments advanced by thoſe who refer the Coder 
Alexandrinus to the fourth or fifth centuries are the 
following. NE 

a) The epiſtles of St. Paul are not divided into cap 
ters like the Goſpels, though this diviſion took place 
early as 396, when to each chapter was prefixed a f. 
perſcription. If therefore, ſays Grabe, this manufcnpt 
had been written after the year 396, it is probable tl 
the copyiſt would have adopted this uſeful diviſion. 

To this argument even the advocates for aer 
ſcript, Wetſtein and Semler, have made weighty obe 
ons , which I omit at preſent, becauſe I ſhall anſwer! 
preſently in conjunction with the following _—_ 

) The Codex Alexandrinus has the epiſtles of Cem * 
of Rome; but theſe were fobidden to be read . by 
churches by the council of Laodicea in 364, * 1 that 
Carthage in 419. - Hence Schulze has conclu c 
this manuſcript was written before the year 364. 


8 bo: argu 
c) This very learned critic has produced a neu! 
ment for its antiquity, taken from the laſt of the . 
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hymns found in this manuſcript immediately after the 
Phlms, which is ſuperſcribed vpvos ewhives, and is called 


om the grand doxology. This morning hymn ends here with 
(0 the words WapoaTeivey TO E£AE0GS C 701g Vi ⏑ο Mνν. CE, and the 
2 clauſe ais o Seeg, 49 1X v805, i h ν S, £Aenoov ac, 
2 which was uſed as early as the time of Proclus, that is 
Ws between the years 4.34 and 446, is not added: the ma- 
% nuſcript therefore muſt have been written before that 
nod. | 
ted 0 Wetſtein is of opinion, that it muſt have been writ- 
ic ten before the time of Jerom, becauſe the Greek text 
b. ot this manuſcript was altered from the Old Italic. 
(0 e) The fame critic produces the following argument 
on 35 a proof of its having been written before the time of 
ace Muhammed, namely, that the tranſcriber was ignorant 
ore that the Arabs were called Hagarenes, becauſe he has 
. written, 1 Chron. v. 20. «yoga for AyaαLeln. To this 
h argument, though it has met with the approbation of 
* the impartially thinking Dr. Semler „ may be objected 
Fs n particular, that the name, by which the Arabs have 
been known ſince the time of Muhammed, is not Haga- 
renes, but Saracens. The former 1s the name of a nation 
115 in the neighbourhood of the Perſian gulph”, and which 
* might have been unknown in Egypt, even after the con- 
* queſt of that country by the ſucceſſors of Muhammed. 
05 Befides, the Codex Alexandrinus has in the verſe im- 
mediately preceding, namely, x Chron. v. 19. very pro- 
a- perly Aya ga iv: it is Certain therefore that &%Yopaios V. 20 
10 18a mere erratum, and cannot be alleged as a proof that 
wr the copyiſt had never heard of ſuch a people as the Ha- 
= garenes, We find likwiſe Ayagirus, 1 Chron. xxvii. 31. 
wr and Ayaeme, Pſ. IXxxii. 7. ROE | 
* Beſide the objections which might be made to each 
* of the preceding arguments in particular, it appears that 
tut their united force affords no certainty, from the conſide- 
lon, that the Codex Alexandrinus muſt have been 
1 copied from a ſtill more ancient manuſcript, and that if 
"ice 5 e ALES . this 
ns 7 Hiſtoria belli Neſibeni, p. 78. and 91. of my Commentationes per 
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this latter were faithfully copied, the arguments apply 
rather to this, than to the Alexandrine manuſcript itſe} 
For inſtance, if the more ancient manuſcript had no d. 
viſion of the chapters in the epiſtles of St. Paul, nor x 
the end of the doxology, the clauſe aye; o 9c, . v. J. the 


and pl 
If the 
Dr. Se 
honou 
during 


g 5 n : b). 
writer of the Alexandrine manuſcript might have lived ina attem 
much later period, and ſtill have faithfully copied what he found; 
found in his original. If the latter had a text that had ben M centur 
altered from the Itala, or contained the epiſtles of Clement that w 
which the tranſcriber would neither conſider as a crime Nicæa 
to copy, nor hold to be canonical becauſe they had a ſpurio1 
place in the manuſcript, any more than the epiſile o de fo 

Athanaſius, or if he found eyoean inftead of ayazam, Marce 
all theſe the writer of the Codex Alexandrinus miglt n cori 
have faithfully copied, and yet have lived in the ſeventh Gin vat 
or even, as Oudin contends, in the tenth century. If the are not 
copyiſt were really ignorant of Greek, he has given an arinus, 
accurate tranſcript even of the errors of his original: and impart 
all the internal marks of evidence will apply rather u ſefectn 
this, than to the copy. It is the hand writing alone, or tie Alexan 
formation of the letters, with the want of accents, which luring 
can lead to any probable deciſion. And with reſpect tothe Dave fo 
alteration from the Itala, Wetſtein himſelf acknowledges then li 
that many much more modern manuſcripts have ſhared de pro 
the ſame fate. | AED, . What is 

On the other hand, the arguments, alleged to proie t was y 
that it is not ſo ancient as the fourth century, are equally le in t 
deciſive. ; | = Oud: 

a) Dr. Semler is of opinion that the epiſtle of Ata. enſtan 
naſius, on the value and excellency of the Pſalms, would de had 
hardly have been prefixed to them during his life. But Wing | 
I can ſee no reaſon to doubt it, ſince Athanaſius had lſhes 11 
many warm and ſtrenuous advocates. A tranſcribe, Wits as 
who was attached to his party, might as eaſily have ple. thanat 
fixed to the Pſalms the epiſtle of Athanaſius, as other e ſeen 
tranſcribers formerly prefixed to each book of the Bible Pt, at 
the. prefaces of Jerom. It is true, that Athanaſius us c) Ti 

more than once diſpoſſeſſed of his ſee, but this very cl Called 


cumſtance exalted him, in the opinion of his own e 
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and placed him in the very next rank to that of a martyr. 
If the Codex Alexandrinus were written in Egypt, as 
Dr. Semler ſuppoſes, it is ſtill more probable that this 
honour was conferred on the Egyptian Patriarch even 
during his life. : 

) From this very epiſtle of Athanaſius, Oudin has 
attempted to draw an argument, though totally without 
foundation, that the manuſcript was written in the tenth 
century. He ſays the genuine epiſtle of Athanaſius, is 
that which was acknowledged by the ſecond council of 
Nicza, (as if eccleſiaſtical councils had never pronounced 
ſpurious writings to be genuine): that this council quotes 
the following words from the epiſtle of Athanaſius to 
Marcellinus r (8:6aov H aAwmor Tis Aupabavuy Ta; jarv Tres 
n carnpos D“ un £ THIS HANGS YeaUars Javpa- 


th, Gin x24 Tpooxuvay diE ETI. Theſe words, ſays Oudin, 
he are not in the epiſtle contained in the Codex Alexan- 
an drinus, conſequently that epiſtle is ſpurious. Here an 
nd mpartial lover of truth would have ſaid only that it was 


kfeftive. He infers from theſe premiſes, firſt, that the 


the \lexandrine manuſcript could not have been written 
ich Wuring the life of Athanaſius, becauſe no one would 
the bare forged an epiſtle in the name of an author that was 
5 then living, though even inſtances of this kind might 


be produced from eccleſiaſtical hiſtory, and ſecondly, 

What is a moſt extraordinary and unwarranted ſtep, that 

done t das written in the tenth century, am age extremely fer- 
fle in the invention of ſpurious productions. 

Oudin has very artificially directed his arguments, by 
uh. onttantly preſuppoſing that Grabe aſſerted, what in fact 
de had not, that the Codex Alexandrinus was written 
ring the life of Athanafius. But his whole proof va- 
des into nothing, ſince the very words, on which he 
es as a foundation, are really found in the epiſtle of 
e pre thanaſius, as it ſtands in this manuſcript, and they may 
ben in Grabe's or Breitinger's edition of the Septua - 
Bible m at the begining of the 25". ſection of this epiſtle. 
15 WS ) The Virgin Mary, in the ſuperſcription of what 

alea the Song of the bleſſed Virgin, is ſtyled S:oroxes, 
| a name 
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a name which Wetſlein ſays betrays the fifth centun, 
But this I am unable to comprehend, for though thy 
epithet was rendered famous, by the diſputes relating ty 
it in the fifth century, being rejected by Anaſtaſius and 
Neſtorius, and on that account more zealouſly uſe, 
both by the orthodox and the Eutychians, yet the er 
preſſion itſelf had been introduced in a more early age 
as may be ſeen in Moſheim's Inſtitutiones hiſt. eccle{ 
Szc. V. P. II. cap. v. § 5, 6, 7. where it appears tht 
Cyril of Alexandria was one of its moſt zealous adio 
cates. [See alſo Woide's preface, & 52.] 
4) From the probable conjecture that the Cod. Alex . 
was written by one of the order of the Acœmets, Oudn bye th 
concludes againſt its antiquity ; but Wetſtein goes no bo uſe 
further than to aſſert, that it could not have been wit: 
ten before the fifth century, becauſe Alexander, who 
founded this order, lived about the year 420. Non 
what Schulze has ſaid in reply to this inference, that he 
fore the time of the Accemets there exiſted other rcligio 
perſons, who ſung pſalms night and day, is pofiibls 
and even probable, when we reflect on the Luchets 
though it is not hiſtorically certain: for the paſſige 
which he has alleged in the 266. ſection, relate to pſaln- 
ſinging in the morning, at noon, afternoon, evening, 
commencement of the night, midnight, and dawn d 
day, but not to each hour of the day. I readily admit 
that the Alexandrine manuſcript was not written belot 
the year 420, but not becauſe it was written by an ay 
met: The founder of this order died in the year 439, * 
if we calculate from the hiſtory of his life“, we ſhall fi 
that the order muſt have commenced in the fourth cet: 
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= The following events require a much longer interval than that 0 pument: 


on tit 
thirty years. 1. His foundation of a convent of Acœmets 


g zrement 
Euphrates, in which he himſelf preſided 20 years. 2. His 2 
from this convent, when he went into the deſert with fſty * 
3. His reſidence in Antioch. 4. His reſidence in ene * 
he again founded a convent of Accemets. 6. His _— 
twicein Conſtantinople, 7. The foundation of 2 new _ 
he had quitted Conſtantinople, in which he died in the yea 43% 
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It is extraordinary that no one has obſerved, that this 
ery circumſtance of che Alexandrine manuſcript's hav- 
no been written by an Accemet, or for the uſe of a 
onrent of that order, is the very ſtrongeſt argument 
hat can be alleged in favour of its antiquity. For at 

e very beginning of rhe controverſy, relating to the 
pithet Secroxes, the Accemets declared againſt Eutyches, 
nd were aficrwards condemned as Neſtorians. Its 
erefore unconcervable that an Acœmet, provided he 
nderſtood what he wrote, ſhould have given to the 
irgin Mary a title, which was become as it were the 
onal of engagement between the two parties. If there- 
ore this manuſcript was written by an Acœmet, or for 
he uſe of a convent of Acœmets, it muſt have been 
ritten before the year 428, in which the controverly 
degan. | 
ladecifive as the preceding arguments appear, I con 
es that there is a circumſtance which excites a ſuſpi. 
ion, that the Alexandrine manuſcript was written after 
\rabic was become the native language of the Egyp- 
ans, that is, one, or rather two centuries after Alex- 
ndria was taken by the Saracens, -which happened in 
e year 640. The tranſcriber confounds, and that, if 
am not miſtaken, in many inſtances, the two letters 
and B, an exchange which frequently takes place in 
Arabic. See my remarks on 1 Macc. ii. 1. and iii. 16. 
\ccording to my opinion therefore, the Codex Alex 
ndrinus is not more ancient than the eighth century. 

A queſtion, that is much more important, but diffi- 
| to be ſeparated from that of its antiquity, is, whe- 
ter the Codex Alexandrinus has been altered from the 

ain, My father, and Wetſtein, have anſwered it in 
© afirmative, and ſupported their opinion by weighty 
guments. The number of remarkable inſtances of 
"I incidence with the Latin verſion in readings, where 
cs WE latter is particularly diſtinguiſhed from the Greek 
„ e is very confiderable. I will produce only a ſingle 
fon "cance, from which the reader will be convinced, that 

e Latin verſion has had ſome influence on the Alex- 


andrine 
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andrine manuſcript **. The common Greek text, a8 
iv. 25. is o dia opucros Aubid Ts waideg os eu, but n WR 
the Vulgate we find qui ſpiritu ſancto per os patri i he C 
David pueri tui dixiſti. Other latinizing manuſcri en 
the Cod. Cantabrigienfis and Laudanus for inſtang. 
have inſerted into the Greek text the words expreſin 
of ſpiritus ſanctus, and pater noſter : the ſame inter. 
Ktion is in the Codex Alexandrinus, but the words ar 
inſerted in ſuch a manner, as ſhews them to be ſpuricis, 
becauſe the conſtruction is wholly devoid of meaning, WK." 
o Ts war Nw 01% TVEVLATIS EY H? Aab un, Wl 
emp. If I were not unwilling to detain the attention of 
the reader, I could add a number of examples, wich AR t 
my father had written on the margin of his Trafatio be 
Critica, but I will reſerve them for a new edition of that comp 
work. The queſtion will be determined with no pre 
ciſion, till we are in poſſeſſion of the Coptic and Salidt 
verſions, which at preſent he buried in libraries : for 
theſe two verſions harmonize in a remarkable manner 
with the Codex Cantabrigienſis, it is poſſible that the 
Codex Alexandrinus was altered from them, and not 
from the Latin. It may be obſerved in general, that 
we are in a ſtate of obſcurity with reſpect to the latint- 
ing-manuſcripts, and ſhall continue ſo, till a proper ul 
has been made of thoſe verſions. 

Several remarks, which might be made on the Alt 
andrine manuſcript, with reſpect to the Old Teſtament, 
I muſt defer till the publication of my Introduction 0 
the Old Teſtament, though they might have influence 
in determining the value of the readings in the Ne 
Teſtament” : in the mean time the reader may find 
ſome account of them in my notes to the firſt book of te of 

Maccabees. Before I conclude, I muſt mention à c. 
cumſtance, that ſeems at firſt ſight to contradict hs | tine, 
I afferted above, that this manuſcript was written by | | 
perſon, who was not maſter of the Greek: nameh, WW ow 
find in ſeveral parts of it ingenious corrections, whic a 
could only have been made by a man of learning. ry We 46; 
both theſe circumſtances may be eafily reconciled, 3 
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kn unlearned copyiſt, a Thecla, might have tranſcribed 
the Codex Alexandrinus from a more ancient Egyptian 
manuſcript, in which thoſe alterations had been already 
| made. | 

WW This manuſcript has been frequently collated, and 
ich more accuracy than any other. The firſt perſon 
yo examined it was Patricius Junius (Patrick Young), 
hoſe extracts were uſed by Grotius, afterwards by 
NUexander Huiſſius, and with {till greater accuracy by 
fill, though Pfaff has obſerved, and probably with 
taſon, that all his extracts are not perfectly exact. But 


are reaſon to believe that we are now in poſſeſſion of 
complete and accurate collection of its various readings. 
have lately received intilligence from London that Dr. 
nen deſigns to publiſh the Codex Alexandrinus : if 
be plan ſhould be put in execution, it would be the 
pmpletion of a wiſh, which J have long entertained, and 
uch I expreſſed in the preceding edition: but there is 
other manuſcript, the publication of which would be 
tended with ſtill more beneficial conſequences, the 
odex Cantabrigienſis. [It is well known at preſent 
at the above-mentioned plan has been very ably exe- 
ned by Woide.] 
2. Codex Amandi, which in the ſecond part“ of 
itein's Greek Teſtament, is noted Cod. 15. We 
bow nothing more of it than that Amandus, who lived 
Louvain, had in his poſſeſſion, that Zeger has ap- 
e ed to it, and that Eraſmus ſuppoſed it to be a lati- 
g manuſcript. It is certain that it has the fuſpici- 
* nterpolation s ourneav, Rom. i. 32. How many 
oks of the New Teſtament it contains, where it is at 
in dent preſerved, and whether it has been uſed in mo- 


umes under another name, are queſtions which I 
N unable to anſwer e. Een | 


Wetſtein's N. T., containing all the epiſtles, and 
s of the Apoſtes, written on vellum : it has never 


De var. lect. N. T. cap. 3. p. 63. 
Vor. II. 3 


Ince this labour has been repeated by Wetſtein, we | 


a Coder Antoni Aſkew, noted 58 in the third part 


been 
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been collated, but has been conſulted for 1 John . 
Velthuſen has given a deſcription of it in his Obyſeny 
tions on various ſubjects p. 51. It is the very fane 
manuſcript, which Wetſtein has likewiſe called Mead 
tertius, and noted Cod. 22; it has therefore been twice 
reckoned . There are, properly ſpeaking, three volume, 
the firſt of which contains the Goſpels, and is termedhy 
Wetſtein Meads 1, or Cod. 109, but it is not certin 
whether all three belong to each other. The queftionns 


affirmed by Aſkew, but denied by Velthuſen, who howere and 
confeſſes that he has forgotten ſeveral circumſtancs, been 
The firſt volume according to its ſubſcription ws 5. 
finiſhed 24 Feb. 834; now this is not the year of Chnl, of N 
as Velthuſen ſuppoſes, but the year 6834, according ten 
the Greek reckoning. This remark was made by Ku 6. 
lencamp in the German muſeum for March 1770 N. of N 
in conſequence of which he places it in the year of Chnl dt. N 
1326. It is therefore a very modern manuſcript®, who 
Velthuſen is opinion that the copyiſt underſtood u 1. 
what he wrote, in ſupport in which he appeals to At of V 
xx. 28. 1 Tim. iii. 16. where it has $: and 956. Iv lum 
pears then that this manuſcript has been examined f been 
certain controverted points; but from extracts like the 8, 
we derive not ſufficient knowledge of a manuſcript, i the fi 
warrant a quotation from it, as from an evidence off Beng 
authority. Yo: | | 2 9. 
4. Augienfis, noted F in the ſecond part of Wetken! of W 
N. T., is a Greek-Latin manuſcript of the epiſtles the 
Paul, which is however defective from the beginning" Bengt 
Rom. 11. 8. and the epiſtle to the Hebrews 15 foum 10. 
only in the Latin verſion. This manuſcript, hic | part 
ſuppoſed to have been written in the ninth centuſ 
has taken its title from Augia major, the name“ * Fo 
monaſtery at Rheinau, to which it belonged at the tie this int 
holding the council of Baſel. It has fince paſſed art ; A of 
ſeveral . hands, thoſe of George Michael Wepfer, | on? 
Mieg, till Bentley purchaſed it in 1718, for 250 1 hy 
florins : but I know not where it is at preſent © 2 th 
able to 


been.collated by Wetſtein. It coincides in VE! 2 


xcr.yvt, MSS. of the Greek Teftament. _- 


laces with the Codex Bœrnerianus, and belongs evi- 
dently to the Weſtern edition, tor which reaſon it has 
been ranked among thoſe, which have been ſaid to lati- 
nize, Now it 1s true that it harmonizes with the Latin 
verſion, but this is no proof of corruption. I will give 
only the two following examples : 1 Cor. xiv. 21. it has 
in common with the Vulgate, and Cod. Bcern. e create 
Nucvais for to erepoyNwoorars, but on the other hand 
taxes, 2 Cor. iv. 1. in common with the Alexandrinus 
and Claromontanus, a reading which has hitherto not 
been quoted“ from the Boernerianus®. . - 

5. Auguſtanus primus, noted 83 in the firſt volume 
of Wetſtein's N. T., contains the four Goſpels, is writ- 


g ten on vellum, and has been collated by Bengel“. 

1 6. Auguſtanus ſecundus, noted 84 in the firſt volume 
't of Wetſtein's N. T., contains a part of St. Matthew and 
Ch dt. Mark on vellum. It has been collated by Bengel, 
ipt*. who relates ſect. 8. that it has five chaſms. 
d ne 7. Auguſtanus tertius, noted 85 in the firſt volume 
\ Als of Wetſtein's N. T., contains only ſingle leaves of vel- 
Tra lum of the four Goſpels, in which are ten chaſms. It has 
ed f been collated by Bengel. 
e thel 8. Auguſtanus quartus, noted Evangeliſtarium 24, in 
th 3 «ry part of Wetſtein's N, T. It has been collated by 
j good npel. 

| 9. Auguſtanus quintus, noted 54 in the ſecond part 

tſtens of Wetſtein's N. T., contains the ten laſt chapters of 
5 of the epiſtle to the Romans. It has been collated by 
ning l Bengel. 
1 10. Auguſtanus ſextus, noted 55 in the ſecond 
lich part of Wetſtein's N. T., in the third 46, contains 
tur) q the 
me of 


* For an account of this remarkable reading ſee ch. iv. ſect. 14. of 
med di introduction. | 


Ot theſe ſeven following Augſburg manuſcripts, we know nothing 


fer, An hi than what Bengel has related. Tt is a pity that they have not been 
» Doch de accurately deſcribed, for with reſpe& to the ſecond and third, 


[th do are ignorant what chapters they contain ; Bengel calls the firſt pro- 


h : 
us, the ſecond lincerus ; whether they deſerve theſe, epithets I am un- 
| able to determine. | 75 5 


02 
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the Acts of the Apoſtles, the epiſtles of St. Paul, ax 
the catholic epiſtles. It has been collated by Bengel. 
11. Auguſtanus ſeptimus is a copy of the Expoſitgh 

of the Revelation of St. John by Andreas Cæſarcenſ 
and has been collated and quoted by Bengel, as a mami. 
ſcript of the Greek Teſtament, becauſe it contains, be 
fide the commentary, the text of the Revelation. He 
ſuppoſes it to be ſeveral hundred years old, and that i 
has the African readings. See his Fundamenta criks 
apocalypticz, & 9. p. 490. of the ſecond edition of hy 
Apparatus criticus. This manuſcript is not numbered 
in Wetſtein. 
12. Codex Banduru, noted O in the firſt part d 
Wetſtein's N. T., is nothing more than a fragmen 
torn out of a larger manuſcript, containing the ſtory d 
the Phariſee and the Publican, Luke xvii. and ws 
wen to Mountfaucon by Anſelmo Banduri. I har 
Band only one reading quoted from it by Wetſten, 
namely ver. 14. 1 Yap exeivos. 
13—34. Barberini, noted 112 in the firſt volume a 
Wetſtein's N. T. John Matthæus Caryophilus, by 
order of Pope Urban VIII. collected readings from 
twenty-two Greek manuſcripts, which he collated mit 
the Biblia Regia of Antwerp, with a view of publiſſung 
a new edition of the Greek Teſtament, though the pro 
jzect was never executed. According to his deſcription 
ten of theſe manuſcripts contained the Goſpels, eigii d 
them the Epiſtles and Acts of the Apoſtles, and four 
the book of Revelation. He gives no further accoult 
of them, than that they were preſerved in the Vatica 
and other principal libraries in Rome; and even un 
the deſcription, which Blanchini has given of Romall 
manuſcripts, we are unable to aſcertain thoſe wh 
were uſed by Caryophilus : it is therefore poſſible that 
theſe manuſcripts have been quoted under other nat 
Nor has he mentioned in his extracts what manuſcrp 
but only how many are in favour of any particular f 2 
ing; he has numbered therefore his evidence, Wim! 


naming them, which is a very great detect. Z 2 
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ection of readings is preſerved in the library of Cardinal 
garberini in Rome, and becauſe they were thence made 
own to the world, the manuſcripts themſelves acquired 

e title of Codices Barberini, an epithet which belongs 
only to the extracts, though the name is of no import- 
ance, provided it does not lead us into error. Petrus 
doffinus was the firſt who publiſhed them: he annexed 
hem to his Catena patrum Græcorum in Marcum, print- 


l. 


ec d at Rome in 1673, and prefixed to them the following 
J itle, Collationes græci contextus omnium librorum N. T. 


uxta editionem Antwerpienſem Regiam cum 22 co- 
ficibus antiquis MSS. Ex bibliotheca Barberina. Mill 
ſerted them among his various readings, but Wetſtein 


en, mitted them, on account of a ſuſpicion which he enter- 
jd ined, and which I ſhall preſently examine; an omiſſion 
is dy which he has rendered his edition of the Greek 
aſe 


eſtament leſs perfect. And even admitting that the 
hole collection were an impoſture, he might have 


ned he corruptions of Marcion . 45 
,\ It has been doubted whether the Codex Vaticanus 
5 1n the number of thoſe which Caryophilus collated, 


ut at preſent the fact is certain: for in the addreſs pre- 
nted to the Pope, which is fill preſerved in Rome, he 
kqueſts the uſe of the manuſcript noted 1209, which is 
he celebrated Codex Vaticanus. See the Orient. Bibl. 
ol. XXIII. p. 1 56“. He ſeems to have reckoned it 
two manuſcripts, becauſe it is divided into two parts, 


count e one containing the Goſpels, the other the Epiſtles. 
* The readings of the Barberini collection are for the 
| 


hoſt part in favour of the Latin verfion*: it has been 
derefore concluded, that among theſe twenty-two ma- 

cripts, there muſt have been many codices latini- 
antes, a concluſion. which is wholly ungrounded, fince- 
de only inference, that can be drawn is, that theſe ma- 


11 | nuſcripts 
ithout 1 Caryophilus ſays himſelf in the preface, Summo Dei beneficio ex 
5 col- collztione perſpectum illud eſt, Vulgatam editionem Latinam teſti- 
ection M0 Græcorum vetuſtiſſimorum codicum et autorum eſſe fjdeliſſi- 


n, et Græco fonti non immerito æquiparandam. 


9 3 


Juoted them with the ſame propriety, as he has quoted 
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the ſame number ſhould have been collated in Rome; 


Rome with an impoſture, which is not only uſeltſs, but 


the notion of an impoſture ſtill more improbable, a0 
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nuſcripts were of the Weſtern edition ; beſides, Cary. 
philus might have ſelected thoſe, which coincided with 
the Vulgate, in preference to others. But Wetſtein gos 
{till further, and contends that the whole collection l; : 
mere impoſture . The circumſtance, which excited 
this ſuſpicion is, that the number of the manuſcript 
preciſely twenty-two, for he ſays, © Stephens uſed ten ms 
nuſcripts of the Goſpels, eight of the apoſtolicum, a 
two of the Revelation, which the errors of the preſs hut 
converted into four; it is highly improbable that exact 


and the editor Poſſin was a Jeſuit, and therefore juſt 
expoſed to the ſuſpicion of a pious fraud.” I confeſs tat 
the coincidence of the numbers is an extraordinary ci. 
cumſtance, eſpecially as the Codices Veleſiani, whichar 
likewiſe a preſent from the Jeſuits, amount to ſixteen 
the number uſed by Stephens, according to anothet 
calculation. But fince many of the Barberini reading 
contradict the Vulgate, and we have many manuſcryts 
which latinize in a ſtill higher degree, a ſtronger prod 
ſeems neceſſary, before we can charge the church d 


if true, betrays the utmoſt weakneſs, ſince no one, whole 
object was to deceive, would have determined his pie. 
tended manuſcripts preciſely to the ſame number, s 


thoſe, which Stephens had collated. As mere accident 49 
therefore is hardly ſufficient to account for this zg Plc 
ment, it is more reaſonable to ſuppoſe that Caryoptil e ſeen 
deſignedly choſe this number, in order that a publi- 401. 
tion patronized by the Pope, might have at leat & Dec: 


much authority, as that of the Paris editor. 
To this may be added a circumſtance, which render mark 


at the ſame time affords a reaſon, why the Barben 
readings are ſo frequently in favour of the Vulgate. The g too 
ſecond rule, which Caryophilus laid down in his prelach 
and by which he intended to abide, in his edition c 
Greek Teſtament, was the following, fi omnes U.. 
codices a Regio et Vulg. edit. Lat. diſſentirent, V tes 
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us ad fidem codicum MSS. legeretur, ſed antiqua lectio 
a nem capitum annotaretur.. It appears then that the 
ditor, however partial he might have been in favour of 
e Vulgate, intended to publiſh the Greek text in op- 


11 poſition to it, as often as it was contradicted by all his 
5 anuſcripts ; and upon examining the Barberini read- 
J is has really h d. A pious 
nos, we find that this has really happened. pious 
* poſtor, whoſe object was to confirm the text of the 
'ugate, would never have invented a ſet of manu- 
* | 7 ainſt it. But as he con- 
a ripts, all of which decided againſt it. Bu 
i, antly noted the reading, that was favourable to the 


Vulgate, even though he found it in only a ſingle ma- 
uſcript, according to his fourth rule, ne ſi vel unus ex 
odd. MSS. faveret Vulg. lat. edition ad finem capitum 
mer annotationes prætermitteretur, and rejected thoſe 
upported only by a ſingle manuſcript, if unfavourable 
0the Vulgate, his readings unavoidably acquired a la- 
ning appearance. 

Laſtly, as many Barberini readings, which coincide 
ot with the Vulgate, have been found to harmonize 
th the old Latin verſions, publiſhed by Blanchini, no 
Ine can ſuppoſe that they were a forgery of Poſſin. For 
e muſt have been endued with the gift of prophecy, had 
e invented readings, that harmonize with verſions not 
Jub:ſhed before the preſent century: and he could have 
ad no motive for the forgery of readings, that deviate 
ſom the Vulgate, fince they contradict a verſion, eſta- 
Iihed by papal authority. A liſt of theſe paſſages may 


þ 491. for it is evident that the manuſcripts there, call- 
l Decem Græci codices Rome aſſervati, are no other 
an the Codices Barberini **. It is here neceſſary to 


iſtake, nine manuſcripts againſt a reading, where Ca- 


herinl | 

11 ophilus has quoted only one in favour of it, conclud- 
refaces doo haſtily, that where Caryophilus has written 
of the ö . the other nine muſt have had a different reading. 
MS. it appears from what has been ſaid above, that Wet, 


bas luſpicion was ungrounded, and that in future 
: „ editions 


e ſeen in Blanchini Evangeliarium quadruplex, P. I. 


mark, that Blanchini has ſometimes quoted, through 
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editions of the Greek Teſtament, the Barberini exmd 


means of Profeſſor Birch: He diſcovered in Rome tht 


349, 354, 358, 11 50, 1254, and 1209, which hil 


John, in which however the three laſt chapters fail, 3 


ts 555 MSS. of the Greek T eftament, onA vm 


may be ſafely admitted into the liſt of various readi 

It were to be wiſhed that more certainty could be c- 
tained, in regard to the Codices Barberini, becauſe qu 
tions of importance ſometimes depend on them. Fx 
inſtance in 2 Tim. iii. 16. a Barberini manuſcript isth 
only one, that has been quoted for the omiſſion of the 
particle xa, which in that paſſage is of very great in 
portance. Now if they are not Greek, it follows tw 
not one ſingle Greek manuſcript omits this import 
*; if they are, the. omiſſion is ſupported by a fngk 
latinizing manuſcript, which, from this very circum 
ſtance, we ſhould diſcover to be one of the Codica 
Barberini. | a 

P. S. This certainty we have at laſt obtained by 


very memorial of Caryophilus, in which he requeſtspet 
miſſion to uſe the manuſcripts, noted in the Vatican h 


the famous Codex Vaticanus. Birch has collated the 
manuſcripts, and found in them the Barberini reading“ 
See the Orient. Bibl. Vol. XXIII. p. 153—163. We- us, 
ſtein therefore acted very unjuſtly in rejecting the ci. 
lection, and has thereby rendered his Greek Teſtament 
of leſs value. . 

35. Baroccianus tertius , noted 28 in the {cond | 
part of Wetſtein's N. T., in the third 23, in the four ii i 
6. It is written on vellum, in ſmall, neat charadiehz 
and according to Mill's opinion, who reckoned it among 
the probatiores, above 500 years old. It contains tit 
Acts of the Apoſtles ae chap. xi. 13., the cathol 
epiſtles, thoſe of St. Paul, and the Revelation of d. 


was firſt collated by Mill, but it appears from Wetſtein me 


ſecond volume, p. 743. that Caſpar Wetſtein, chaplan 
to the Princeſs of Wales, has collated it ſtill more 4 
curately, though the collation appears to have 
confined to the book of Revelation. | 

36. Baroccianus quadrageſimus octavus, noted R 
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the fourth part of Wetſtein's N. T., contains, beſide 
other writings, which belong not to our preſent inquiry, 
p. 51—75. the Revelation of St. John, from the be- 
inning to chap. xvii. 6. Wetſtein procured extracts 
ho it, by means of Caſpar Wetſtein above-mentioned. 
| 47. Baſileenſis, B. VI. 21. noted in Mill B. 1., in 
Bengel Baſ. a *, and in Wetſtein's firſt part E. It con- 
tains the four Goſpels, but with the following chaſms, 
Luke i. 69. —. ii. 4. iii. 4—15. xii. 58. —. X1U1. 12. 
xv, 8-20. xxiv. 47. to the end of the Goſpels; but 
ſome of them have been filled up by a later hand. 
Mill, who highly valued this manuſcript, eſtimates its 
antiquity, on the credit of Mabillon and Battier, at ooo 
years: theſe two critics have depended on Buxtorf, 
who aſcribed to it that age, even an hundred years be- 
fore their time; and if again we abide by the aſſertion of 
Mid, it follows, that this manuſcript is not more an- 
dient than it was a century and an half ago. In fact, 
the eſtimate is too great, even for the preſent year. 
Wetſtein ſays, the account communicated to Mill, that 
Is characters reſembled thoſe of the Codex Alexandri- 
Aus, is falſe, and that it has marks of aſpiration, and 
accents, He refers it himſelf to the ninth century, al- 
otting it the fifth place among the manuſcripts, in re- 
ed to antiquity, though he makes an interval of ſome 


ſtein is of opinion, that the orthography betrays a copy- 
wo whom the words were diaref 

Kod little of what he wrote, as he has frequently con- 
founded : and as — fi, and n —w and oo and v, has 
untten xA\aJ mes for xAauv9Imcc, and for KexAsio/pevun, John 
p . 20. X&WANTPreviav, A word devoid of meaning, and 
ich does not exiſt in the Greek language. See 
xamelzer's Diſſertatio de Baſileenſis bibliothecæ codice 
deco evangeliorum, publiſhed at Gottingen in 1750. 


i The account which Bengel has given of this and the two following 
anuſcripts, muſt be ſought not in his Introductio, but in his Appay 


das criticus, in the remarks immediately preceding the firſt chapter 
dt. Matthew. | | 


enturies between this, and the four moſt ancient. Wets- - 


, and who under- 
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given its readings in his edition 5*, | 


ſubſcriptions, and pictures, which are found in | 
of which appears to be a portrait of Leo Sap 
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This manuſcript is one of thoſe, which was preſented by 
Cardinal Johannes de Raguſio, who died in 1444, to2 
monaſtery in Baſel, whence it was brought to the public 
library in 1559. It was not uſed by Erafinus for hi 
edition of the Greek Teſtament, as Mill ſuppoſed, an 
opinion which has been confuted by Wetſtein. The 
miſtake aroſe from the circumſtance, that it has many 
reading in οꝶ]˖mnon with that noted B. VI. 25. which 
I ſhall r WA under Ne. 39. and which Era. 
mus ſent to the printing-houſe of Frobenius, with a de. 
ſign of giving an impreſſion of it. In whatever relate 
to the manuſcripts at Baſel, we may depend on the ac- 
counts of Wetſtein, who reſided there, and made very fre 
quent uſe of them, whereas the deſcriptions, which hare 
been given by ſtrangers to that city, are for the moſt par 
erroneous, as they were obliged to depend on extract, 
and to ſubſtitute conjectures for facts. Mill procured 
extracts of this manuſcript, not from John Battier, 2 
he himſelf relates, (for among the literati of Baſel at tht 
time, there was no one of this name) but from Samutl 
Battier. Several of theſe paſſages were reviſed by lſeln 
for Bengel's edition of the Greek Teſtament, but Wet 
ftein himſelf collated this manuſcript in 1714, and bw 


38. Baſileenſis, B. VI. 27. noted by Bengel Baſ. 7, and 
by Wetſtein 1. in all the four parts of his N. T.“ Eraſmus, 
who uſed it for his edition of the Greek Teſtament, cal 
it Exemplar Capnionis, and alſo Reuchlini, becaule le 
had borrowed it from Reuchlin, though it was not hus 
property. It is one of thoſe, which were given by Jo 
hannes de Raguſio to the monaſtery in Baſel, and Reuch- 
lin borrowed it from the monks, who were too ignorant 
to uſe it themſelves, and kept it during thirty years, U 
the time of his death. It contains the whole of the Ney 
Teſtament, except the Revelation; is written on vel 


: e 
with ſmall characters, and accents. On account l 4 
9: 8 
1ens, Fo 

1 Tant: ein 
of his ſon Conſtantinus Porphyrogennetus, 4 
. 1 5 con 
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conjectures, that it was written in their time, that 1s, in 
the tenth century. Eraſmus, agreeably to his uſual 
ſuſpicion, ſuppoſed it to be a latinizing manuſcript ; 
this was denied by Wetſtein, in the firſt edition of his 
prolegomena, but in the ſecond edition, which was pre- 
6xed to his Greek Teſtament, he admitted the charge 
to be grounded. Wetſtein has Tikewiſe obſerved, that 
this manuſcript alone has as many readings, which dif- 
fer from the printed text, as all the other manuſcripts 
together. Bengel values it higher in the Goſpels, than 
in the other parts of the New Teſtament 5, ſaying, in 
erangeliſtis duntaxat, (nam etiam acta et epiſtolas habet) 
a finceritate commendatur. He procured a few extracts 
of it from Iſelin, but Wetſtein has twice collated it with 
geat care, as he himſelf aſſures us. 


According to my opinion of this manuſcript, it is en- 
titled to very great eſteem. I have frequently remarked, 
even in thoſe readings, which it has in common only 
ith a very few manuſcripts, that they are entitled to 
he preference, for inſtance Luke xi. 2—4. where thoſe 
palſages of the Lord's prayer are omitted, which I hold 
to be interpolations from the Goſpel of St. Matthew: 
tis true, that in ſuch caſes its readings coincide on 

th one or two manuſcripts, but, on the other hand, they 
re confirmed by the authority of ancient verſions. Now, 
e above-mentioned interpolation is omitted indeed in 


, call he Vulgate, but this'is no reaſon for concluding that . 
uſe be he manuſcript latinizes, ſince it is Ilkewiſe omitted by 1 
ot 0 Ungen, to whom this charge cannot poſſibly be laid 5. 4 
Dy 5 Mother example may be taken from Luke x. 42. where 6 4 
Neu e preferable reading of Origen, the Coptic verſion , 4 
5 nd of the margin of the Philoxenian verſion, ou ds : 
* „Aena n evo, is found in only two manuſcripts, of ; 
* bich that in queſtion is one. Here it cannot latinize, (7 
I te cauſe the Vulgate harmonizes with the common read- 4 


K porro unum eſt neceſſarium, and the old Italic, ac- 
4 * ming to three manuſcripts, namely Corbeienſis, Vero- 
5 4 and Vindobonenſis e, omit entirely the words 
eur e fra. The charge, therefore, which has been 


laid 
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220 MSS. of the Greek 7. eftament. chAp. n. ter 


culiar to this manuſcript, woÞnrns = n ws big ww 7 
Onruv (for ours £5-w we £45 Tw TeoPnrw, which is 
found in all the other manuſcripts, and gives a totaly Wi 
different ſenſe,) was probably taken from it by Ea HD 
from whoſe edition it has been tranſmitted to othes: 
no other manuſcript has been hitherto quoted for tle ound 
particle 2, and no doubt can be made that it is rea 
in this manuſcript, ſince Wetſtein, who twice collated 
it, has not quoted it among thoſe, in which the paride 
is omitted, Without deciding on the genuineneß d 
the reading, I will only remark, 1. That it is not a b. 
tinizing reading, fince the particle is found in no Lain 
verſion. 2. It is a very ancient, and therefore reſped- 
able reading, ſince it is found in the Philoxenian verſion ſtnels 
1. O mw yl of, 3. As this verſion was made d of 
Alexandria, the manuſcript is at leaſt related to the A 
exandrine edition? . I have ſelected only theſe few ex 
amples, but as they are of importance, J hope that f. 
ture critics will efteem the manuſcript, as highly 5 
deſerves. 
39. Baſileenfis, B. VI. 25. in Bengel Bal. B, and, 1 


the firſt part of Wetſtein's N. T., Codex 2. Accord | 
to Wetſtein, it is an incorrect copy of the Goſpels, din 
ten in the 1 5. century, in which », « and ei, „ and io 
and s, Band v are very frequently confounded”, M erpt 


which was purchaſed by the monks of Baſe] for ue n 


manuſcript. Eraſmus uſed it in his edition of the Ne 
Teſtament, and it was from this manuſcript that i 
preſs was ſet, after he had made his alterations, ud 
are ſtill viſible®, as alſo the marks of the printer. * 
Bengel has allotted a place, in his Apparatus Critics, ttiet 
ſeveral of its readings, which he procured from Len. 
40. Baſileenſis, B. VI. 17. noted 7 in the ſecond P 1 
of Wetſtein's N. T., contains the epiſtles of Si. d 
as far as Heb. xii. 18. Wetſtein has often 00 'B 
and has probably therefore collated it himſelf, 99% | 
he makes no mention of it in the place, where "i BW © 
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eaſonable to expect it. A remarkable reading, which 
daſmus took into his text on the authority of this 
muſcript, namely Rom. viii. 35. are rug «Yomns Te 
u, for rx Xu, is found only in this, and in the Moſ- 
d manuſcript **, noted N: ſome others have it as 
ſcholion. The reading is likewiſe ancient, for it is 
und in Origen, but it does not neceſſarily follow that 
de genuine. 

41. Baſileenſis, B. IX. in Mill B. 2. in the ſecond 
d third parts of Wetſtein's N. T., Codex 2.: Wetſtein 
named it alſo Codex Amerbachii. Mill has given, 
1119, very ungrounded conjectures relative to this 
muſcript, which he delivers as facts: we muſt there- 
re abide by the accounts of Wetſtein, who was eye- 
Itneſs to what he relates. It contains the Epiſtles and 
ts of the Apoſtles, belonged formerly to Amerbach, 
appears from a ſubſcription, not to the monaſtery in 
el, as Mill relates; has ſeveral corrections either of 
tranſcriber himſelf, or of ſome perſon who lived 
arly in the ſame age; was altered in ſome places by 
umus, and delivered into the printing-houſe, like 
n deſcribed Ne. 39. Since that time it has ſuffered 
| ly from the mice, partly from the careleſſneſs of the 
-binder, who cut off from the margin many of the 
ections of Eraſmus. Wetſtein ſays, that this ma- 
Knit is more ancient than that mentioned N' 39; 
ave no further knowledge of the time when it was 
Men, Mill relates that Eraſmus valued it at 600 
that is at preſent 860, but Wetſtein has ſhewn 


ek manuſcript, what Eraſmus has ſaid of a Latin 


Battier, 


. Baſileenſis, B. X. 20. in Mill B. 4. in the ſecond 
* parts of Wetſtein's N. T., Codex 4., contains 
a Epiſtles and the Acts of the Apoſtles, not in the 
K order as in the Greek manuſcripts, but accordi 

ie Latin arrangement, the Epiſtles of St. Paul being 


the 


Mill was miſtaken, - and that he applied to this 


Mill procured extracts from it by the aſſiſtance 


* by the Acts of the Apoſtles, and followed by 
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the catholic epiſtles. Wetſtein reckons it among de Wi co 
latinizing manuſcripts, places it in the fifteenth centuy, 
and obſerves that the copyiſt has inſerted margin 
glofſes into the text: for inſtance Rom. xiv. 17. ty | 
thoſe things, of which the kingdom of God conſiſts, be MA no! 
has added a fourth, xa: aoxnow, an addition which mu. 
nifeſtly favours of monkiſh morality, and 1 Cor. xiv, % dell 
he has mitigated the expreſſion of St. Paul, and con. p. z 
verted ETITETPUMTOL into ETITETQXTY%L, 4 reading found n the! 
. this manuſcript alone. | | 
I have obſerved in the Curæ, p. 127 and 178, 25 ther 
markable coincidence between this manuſcript and the 
Syriac verſion, in a reading that is evidently falſe, whence WR quot 
we may conclude, that the corrections and addition WW Blan 
found in this manuſcript, wege not all of them made i 
the 15". century, and by the tranſcriber himſelf, but 
that many of them are more ancient. Acts xix. 18.1 
has rag apaprias for rag meatris, which Caryophilus ha 

| likewiſe found in one of the Codices Barberini'. Tixvove 
Syriac verſion has both readings, for we there find * 
nuntiabant offenſas ſuas, confitebanturque quod fecerath 
but in the Latin verſion there is no trace of this adds 
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: tion, either in the Vulgate, or in Sabatier's Bible. Til 

2 manuſcript therefore has additions, which are very ancien 
J cient, and yet not taken from the Latin, a circum{tariot pr 
which is unfavourable to Semler's conjecture, who fi 

$ poſed it to have been copied from the Complutum el 

6 tion“. Beſides, the celebrated text 1 John v. 7. #8 

þ is printed in that edition, is wanting in this manulc | 
a as Goeze has obſerved p. 61. of his Defence of reh i 
: Complutum edition. | | W dym 
q Eraſmus made uſe of this manuſcript, and Mill PO 46. | 
N cured extracts of it from Battier, but from no 1 eas! 
q than the three epiſtles of St. John. Wetſtein * 0 ll, y 


rberini readin 


| k This is one of the examples which confirm the Ba re innoC 


and at the ſame time ſhew that Caryophilus and Poſſin were 12 
of the charge that was laid to them by Wetſtein, as this — 15 
| been quoted, when Poſſin publiſhed the Collatio Cary0P' 5 oyl 
See the above-mentioned deſcription of the Codices Barber 
feſſor Birch ©. - 


| * 
srer. vi. MSS, of the Greek Teſtament. 223 
collated at, becauſe he Motes it from the beginning of 
the epiſtle to the Romans, to the end of the Epiſ- 


43. Codex Monachorum S. Baſilii Rome, Ne. 119. 
noted 41 in the third part of Wetſtein's N. T., in the 
fourth 20. This ancient manuſcript, which Blanchini 
deſcribes ®in- his Evangeliarum quadruplex , P. I. 
p. 519, includes the whole of the New Teſtament, but 


there is a chaſm from the beginning, as far as peraverre, 
Matth. iv. 17. It has never been collated, and belongs 
af. therefore properly to the preceding ſection““: but as 
| the it a place in his catalogue, and 


Waſtein has allott 

quoted in þ- m7 ſome few of its readings, which 

WE Blanchini had given as ſamples, I could not omit it. 
The ſame mag be ſaid off the following manuſcript. 

44. Code Monachorum S. Baſilii Rome, N'. 101. 

This is Wetſtein's Codex 24. in the Revelation of St. 


$ al John. It is deſcribed by Blanchini, p. 522. of the 
The above mentioned volume of his Evangeliarium quadru- 
4 6 plex, It begins with Acts xxviii. 19. the end of which 
erant book is immediately followed by the Revelation: then 
ad come the catholic epiſtles, and laſtly thoſe of St. Paul, 
TW far as Heb. iii. 12. Blanchini commends it as very 
ry 0Tcint, but as it has not been collated, it belongs 
nan” properly to the preſent catalogue. 
ho {up 45. Bodleianus 1, noted 45 in the firſt part of Wet- 
meins N. T., is a copy of the four Goſpels, written on 


. "lum, but of no great. antiquity. Tt has been collated 
U Mill ; and Grieſbach has examined it more accu- 
ately in the two chapters Mark viii. and Luke ix. See 
us Symbolæ criticæ, p. clxx. 8 | 


Mil pe. 46. Bodleianus 2, noted 46 in the firſt part of Wet- 
cher pal = N. T., is a copy of four Goſpels, collated by 
uſt bn U, who eſtimated its antiquity at about 300 years.” 


Vneſbach has examined it for Mark xii. : 
Ul Bodleianus 3, marked in the Bodleian library 
ere od EI 202, 15 a Lectionarium of the four Goſpels 

11995, and Wetſtein's Lectionarium 5. It was cal- 


| % Ws 1 * 2 4 
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lated by Mill, and again in ſev Paſſages by Work: 
who ſays only ex parte contulimus.” It hs. 
chaſms. 

48. Want 4, Wetſtein's Evangeliſtarum Fi 
has likewiſe many chaſms. Mill, who collated j it, 4 Mate 
mated its antiquity at about 500 years. 1 

49. Bodleianus 5, Wetſtein's Evangeliſtarium . 8 
was brought from Turkey, and is very e a 
has been . by Mill. 

2 Bodleianus 6, in the e ebe Ji 
| in Wetftein's firſt part Codex 47, is a ys 

manuſcript of the four Goſpels, which Mi — 
wards the end of the 1 58. century. trer w. = Ke, 
who procured extracts from it: theſe were inſerted u 
the fixth volume of the London Polyglot, and thenct 
taken by Mill and Wetſtein. It has aManifeſt inte 
polation, Luke 1. 28. xas tvMYnrroc o xagros 715 vid 
_ which is found in no other manuſcript. 
Mr + Bodleianus 7, noted 48 in the firſt part of Wet 1 
s N. T., a manuſcript of the four Goſpels, Collatl 2% 
by Mill, but of ho great antiquity, s * *p 
8 Bodleianus 24, Grieſbach's Codex 118 is a m- A 
ipt of the four Goſpels “, beginning with Math 
vi. 2. , and continued to John xvi. 25. It was wnttea 
in the thirteenth century, and has many chaſms. C. , 
bach has collated it in the following places, Matth, wil y = 


* 
CT.) 


FACAl 
here! 
59 


in's 


Liv. Mark i—iv. ix, x. xvi. Luke i—iv, 30. 1. . 
ili. 35. —XIV. 20. xviii. 8—33- John i—iii. v. 315 2k 
vii. 1—26. It is a Codex eclecticus, of a very ent 3 
ordinary compoſition, It harmonizes in ſo many pay ne b 
with. the Codex Reuchlinianus, deſcribed above N. 38 35 ; 
even in manifeſt errata, that the former was either cv! Ru 
| from the latter, or from one that had been tranfeer f h, 
from it. But in ſome caſes it deviates from the Colt "8 
Reuchlinianus, where, though we find the ng cauſe 
readings, the relationſhip 3 is fill viſible. Again, i IF Kewiſ 
are other paſſages, in which the tranſcriber ſeem ith b. uli, 
be in * what tad he _ follow, - Wy 


Vox. 


WW. Ende * 
| cd 75 : „5 , ST as +... 
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acinffpate. See Grieſbach's $ymbole criticæ, p. ccii. 
here examples are given. 

$3. Bogrgerianys, noted G in the ſecond part of Wet- 
in's N. T. It belonged to Dr. C. F. Boerner, was 
Uated by Küſter, and deſcribed in the preface to his 
tion of Mill's Greek Teſtament. It contains the 
hültles of St. Paul, except that to the Hebrews; which 
vs formerly rejected by the church of Rome: it is 
tten in Greek and Latin, according to one of thoſe 
ons, which were in uſe before the time of Jerom. 
be Latin is interlined between the Greek, written over 
ge text, of which it is a tranſlation; and as far as I can 
dee, from the tran ation given by Stemmler, who 
ade fr 
ek . This manuſcri 
lectoral library at Dreſden. 


preſerved at preſent in the 


ſed of having been corrupted from the Latin. That 
s a Greek Latin manuſcript, that it very frequently 
armonizes with the Codex Claromontanus, and alſo 
th the Augienſis, are circumſtances which afford no 
roof of its corruption, and ſhew only that it belongs to 
e Weſtern edition. But on the other hand, it has 
eral peculiarities, which corroborate this ſuſpicion, fo 
at Bengel himſelf, who was favourable to the Latiniz- 
manuſcripts, has not ventured 1n all caſes to defend 
, See his remarks in the Apparatus criticus, imme- 


mans. Among other examples, we find aus .Tw 
aye for aus Te evayyeias, Phil. i. 27. becauſe 
ene is followed in the Latin by an ablative, and ch. 


un verſion had cooneratus morti ipſius, which ſeems 
dave taken its riſe from coornatus ®.. Rom. xv. 32. 


_ the Latin has refrigerem vobiſcum ?*. It has 


which I mentioned in the third ſection of this chap- 


OL, II. P ſeems 


- 


ent uſe of it, the Latin was written fince the 


lt is one of thoſe, which have been particularly ac- 
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ktely preceding the firſt chapter of the epiſtle to the 


„10. cur. oHevog for TvppropOupevcs,' becauſe the old 


Rrevruua: vai is Changed into avauyy f vpur, 


nile the ſuſpicious interpolation w« «ywwozv, Rom. i. 


. The charge therefore which has been laid to it, 
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ſeems not oe wholly ungrounded: but the alteratioh 
were probably not made by the tranſcriber who ' wrt 
this manuſcript, for according to the account which 
Küſter has given of his 1gnorance, he had hardly fu 
cient knowledge of Greek to enable him even to corrupt 
it“. It is poſſible therefore that he copied from 2 mos ini 
ancient Latinizing manuſcript. Wetſtein conject re 
from the ſtriking ſimilarity that it was tranſcribed fron hal; 
the Codex Augienfis '* ; but we are not in poſſeſſion q ſua] 
the means of determining whether this conjecture E 
grounded, or not, for he has entirely omitted the tw 
moſt ſuſpicious readings, Phil. i. 27. iii. 10. fo tha wiii::! 
are unable to determine whether they were in the Au 
gienſis, the only one of theſe tw which he himſelf co 
lated '””7. He has ated in ghgſame manner in regard 
the extraordinary diviſion, which takes place not on i 


for inſtance eas xorwres, Phil. ii. 4. where the La nd 
verſion has ſinguli laborantes ?%. It is true then that the 
Boernerianus and Augienſis coincide in many reading 
that are found in the Latin verſion, which might be pt 
culiar to the Weſtern edition, without affording a pok 
tive argument of corruption 79. Unfortunately ue 
unable to conſult the Augienſis itſelf, becauſe we pt; 


not where it is at preſent preſerved. ſtam 
Another peculiarity of this manuſcript is, that t! 

doxology, Rom- xvi. 24—27. which many manu 

have at the end of the 14®. chapter, is here omitted le to « 


both places. This is likewiſe the cafe with the Can; 
montanus and Augienſis, with this difference, that i 
Boernerianus, after apagria egi, at the end of the 14 
chapter, has a vacant place of fix lines for the 0 
text, and as many for the Latin verſion. | 
That this is an ancient manuſcript, appears from u 
form of the characters, and the want of accents ® 
marks of aſpiration **. Yet, as far as we are able! 
judge at preſent, it has been altered from the La 
though it does not follow from this circumſtance that 


thoſe readings are to be rejected, in which it on 


weich the Latin verſion. I wiſh, that I had more know- 
Joe of this manuſcript, as I have frequently found it 
O 


olt : | 
uch 1 favour of that, which appears to be the beſt reading, 
uſt nd, that an impartial critic would carefully inſpect it, as 
no TS: i difficult to form an adequate judgement, without exa- 


dining the Greek and the Latin at the ſame time. We 
ee reaſon to expect a critical account of it from Mat- 
dal; but T fear that it will not be impartial, becauſe he 
ſually gives the title of ſcurrilis recenſio to what Grieſ- 
ach calls the Weſtern edition *3. | 

51. Codex Boreeli, noted F, in the firſt part of Wet- 
at's N. T. contains the four Goſpels, beginning with 


latth. vii. 6. it has alſo the two following chaſms, 
If cb th, xüli. 2 5—58. and Mark vi. 6—16. It was for- 
2rd u terly in the poſſeſſion of John Boreel, Dutch ambaſſa- 


r at the court of London in the time of James I. We 
ran o not where it is at preſent, but Wetſtein procured 
tracts from it by means of Verburgen; which were made 
on after the death of Boreel, and inſerted them in his 
Ilection *®, But they extend not to the whole manu- 
c be pet, going no farther than Luke x. | | 

55, Fragmentum Borgianum, a fragment of a Coptic- 
ek manuſcript, brought by an ignorant monk from 
ve kndl pt; but we know not how many books of the New 
lament it contained, as the illiterate proprietor threw 
that WP” the greateſt part of his diſcovered treaſure. The 
nul Ps remnant, conſiſting of about twelve leaves, he 
It to Stephen Borgia, ſecretary to the ſociety de pro- 


he panda fide, It begins with John vi. 28. and ends 
that U 23. 15 divided into two columns, the firſt of which 
f the 14 tans the Greek text in uncial letters, and without 
che Geras between the words, the other column contains 

-optic. It is a very important ſpecimen of the Alex- 
s from Menne edition, and it is highly to be lamented that fo 
ccents WP ot it is loſt. Hwiid, who ſaw this fragment at 
are abe , in the houſe of ſecretary Borgia, having obſerved 


he Law Ut had the reading £7%00%T0, John vIi. 49. tO which 


ance that Fr that I had given the preference in my 
jt coin bc lectures, obtained permiſſion to extract its prin- 
| P 2 | cipal 
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N. T. a manuſcript which Joachim Camerarius deſcnt 


haas noted by the letter D. Beſide the well-known Wh 
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cipal readings, which, together with a deſcription of tall 
fragment, may be ſeen in my Orient. Bibl. Vol. XII 
N 267“. | 8 
Britannicus Eraſmi, in which 1 John v. 7. is fad 
be contained, is moſt probably the ſame with that whit 
I ſhall deſcribe in the ſequel, under the title Month 
tlanus; _ 
56. Bunckle, noted in Mill Bu, and 70 in the firſt 
of Wetſtein's N. T. It is a modern manuſcript of t 
four Goſpels, and was formerly in the poſſeſſion of l 
Bunckle, in London, whoſe extracts from it were ci 
municated to Mill. Whether it was written a fa 
time before, or a ſhort time after the invention ofpn 
ing, which laſt Wetſtein aſſerted in oppoſition to Mi 
is a matter of little importance. It is ſaid to have bi 
brought to England in 1476, and to have been wit 
by George of Sparta, from whom we have a few ot 
manuſeripts of the Greek Teſtament. This is ret 
by Wetſtein, without mentioning the ſource from wh 
he derived his intelligence; but it is probable tht! 
{peaks as eye-witneſs, and that he took his account fu 
the ſubſcription to the manuſcript itſelf **. 
57. Byzantinus, noted 86 in the firſt part of Vi 
ſtein's N. T. It is preſerved at Preſburg, contains l 
four Goſpels, and was collated by Wetſtein: we k00 
nothing further of its antiquity, than that it was purchil 
by Alexis Comnenus the Second, in the year 1183. 
Cæſareus, or Cæſareanus, muſt be ſought under 
dobonenſis. 290 7 
358. Camerarii, noted 88 in the firſt part of Weill 


as ancient, and frequently quotes in his Notes to 8 
Goſpels . It is one of thoſe few which have Tp"! 
ern, John xix. 14. which I believe to be a comm 
though a very ancient one. | | 

509. Cantabrigienſis, or Cant. I. or Codex *. | 
that very ancient and celebrated manuſcript which " 

ſtein, in the firſt and third parts of his Greek Teſtune 


vun 


of thy 
XVI 
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WS this ſubject, the reader may conſult Semler's Appen- 
x Obſervationum to his edition of Wetſtein's Prolego- 
na, Obſ. 2. and Grieſbach's Symbolæ criticæ , p. lv. 
Uxiv. It is a Greek and Latin! manuſcript of the 
r Goſpels, and Acts of the Apoſtles, In the Greek 
ij defective from the beginning to Matth. i. 20. in the 


ad ij 
; whid 
onthe 


1 tin to Matth. i. 12. and has likewiſe the following 
of th alms, Matth. vi. 20.—1x. 2. XXVII. 112. John1.16.— 
of tf 20. Acts viii. 29.—X. 14. XX1. 2— 10. XXll. 10—20. 


d from xxIi. 29. to the end. The Goſpels are ar- 


; bu Need in the uſual order of the Latin manuſcripts, 
pn atthew, John, Luke, Mark. The uncial letters, 


th the want of accents, of marks of aſpiration, and of 
ervals between the words, diſcover an high antiquity, 
d perhaps of all the manuſcripts now extant, this is 
moſt ancient. It has a great number of corrections, 


to M. 
we bit 
Witte 


woch | | | 
- rela which the beſt account has been given by Grieſbach *2: 
m whi any were made by the tranſcriber himſelf, but others 
e that! re proceeded from a ſecond, third, and.even fourth 


1nts fil nd; they betray different ages, and two corrections 


e ſometimes at variance with each other, of which 
of ee made Matth. v. 36. afford an example. The ex- 
tains H, which have hitherto been given of this manuſcript 
we b extremely defective, becauſe neither a proper diſ- 


uch tion has been made between the corrections and the 
1133. elf, nor attention paid to the particular hand, 
nder! m which each correction proceeded: it is difficult 


excfore, according ta the opinion of Grieſbach, to de- 

Verſe ne the edition, to which the Codex Cantabrigienſis 

dec perl belongs. | 88 e 

To this manuſcript has been laid the charge that the 

e um & text has been altered from the Latin verſion . 
cannot be denied that ſome of the examples, which 

e been alleged in ſupport of the accuſation, are very 


Be endinary; for inſtance the grammatical error ede 7 
hich W 1 Jer xaT&Eaura, Matth. iii. 16. which has been 
| eſtame ſtermed 
wo Mint The Latin tex 


end of f; t of St, John's Goſpel has been printed by Semler, at 
k ok his Paraphraſis Evangelii Johannis. It was communieated 
fun by Kennicott, BER 
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termed an unhappy tranſlation of the Latin ſpiritum Ir 
deſcendentemꝰ. But a tranſcriber, who deſignedly maj 
this alteration, muſt have been {ſufficiently acquaint 
with the Greek grammar, to know the difference hy 
tween the maſculine z«ra6xwores and the neuter wn. 
Eziwe, and at the ſame time ſo ignorant as not to kno 
that wvevpa was a neuter. Mill endeavours to accout 
for this grammatical error, on the hypotheſis that th 
tranſcriber intended to expreſs the perſonality of the 
Holy Ghoſt, the conſtruction being ſimilar to « wa 
&uTgv 8% , John 1. 10. where the pronoun is maſcs 
line, though ro Oos preceded in the ninth verk* 
Other examples, in which this manuſcript coincides wit 
one or other of the Latin verſions, I omit as of lite 
1mportance, 2, 
On the other hand, I have found examples, und 
ſeem to reſcue. the copyiſt from the charge of havin 
corrupted the Greek from the Latin, of which 1 wi 
mention only two, though many more might be pi 
duced. 1. The Greek text varies ſometimes even i 
the Latin verſion, with which it is accompanied. I 
inſtance, this is the only Greek manuſcript now ext 
that has in the ſingular number «eaborra aro Brian 
erewaoe, Mark xi. 12. a reading which coincides wil 
that of the Syriac verſion, I Y a £522 , 4 
with the Latin in the Codex Veronenſis *, whereas dl 
Latin text of the Cod: Cant. has the plural nuribe 
agreeably to the common reading, E auru, el i 
die, cum exiſſent a Bethania, eſurlit, as I was informs 

by Mr. Whiſton, in a letter dated Feb. 2, 1756, vo! 
my requeſt examined this paſſage. 2. The Lan te. 
appears in ſome caſes to have been altered from u 
„ Greek. For inftance the Latin verſion has in gf 
hic dicet tibi quid te oporteat facere at the end > | 
x. 6. but thele words are omitted in the Latin ten 
the Cod. Cantabrigienſis, as well as of the Lone 

. the only two® in which the omiſſion is obſerva * 
cauſe the ſpurious addition vrog Azances cor 1 Of 105 
is rejected from the Greek text of thoſe two manu 
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Of ſtill more importance is its remarkable coincidence 
ich ſeveral ancient verſions. The firſt diſcovery which 
made of this nature relates to the Syriac verſion, which 
rmonizes with the Cambridge manuſcript in a manner 


VI 
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Em that this coincidence is at leaſt ten times ſuperior 
what is diſcoverable between the Syriac verſion and 
py other Greek manuſcript whatſoever. Notwithſtand- 
jo the chaſms in the Acts of the Apoſtles, it agrees with 
e Syriac verſions in ſeventy- ſeven readings, that are 
und in no other manuſcript, as may be ſeen in my 


dont Goſpel of St. Mark I have likewiſe obſerved twenty- 
ne paflages of this kind, namely iii. 11. 13. 17. iv. 15. 
B. v. 21. 23. 26. 28. vi. 25. 28. 31. 38. 53. vii. 21. 
two readings in the ſame verſe) vill, I. ix. 3. x. 6. 


wh D 1 a 
IL 2. 14. 40. xiil. 19. XIV. 12. 30. 65. 67. 69. xv. 19. 


hayind 


ju berefore, as ſome critics have affirmed, the Cod. Cant. 
e pn d been altered, throughout the whole, from a verſion, 
-n 100 would be moſt reaſonable to ſuſpect the Syriac *. But 
| Fa late years there has been produced a {till greater num- 
esta of ancient teſtimonies, with which the Cambridge 
Buna anuſcript very evidently agrees. | 
es wit . One of thoſe Greek manuſcripts, which were col- 
5 10 ld with the Philoxenian verſion in the ſeventh cen- 
I” wk 

nb + The Coptic verſion, in a remarkable and character- 
,, et il c reading, John xviii. 1. of which an account may be 
non" Ch. vii. fect. 13. of this Introduction? . The two 
bo Mowing are likewiſe examples of coincidence with the 
atin te bac, Mark iii. 2 1. ori meaoav wiel wore oi VEapparrig 
from | x 776 


} gener 


| of A 


* Profeſſor Storr, in the $th, ſection of his Obſervationes ſuper Novi 
enti verſionibus Syriacis, has produced ſeveral ether examples, 


n text dich the Syriac verſion coincides with the Codex Cantabrigienſis, 
Janus * conjectures that the latter has in ſome caſes been improperly 
ible, be L che former, through a miſtake of the Syriac text. If the 
1 © be grounded, he has detected the perpetrator in the very act; 


. * tat the examples, which he has given, are not devoid of 


uche 


2 
3 


at ſurpaſſes all expectation, and I may venture to 


urz in Actus Apoſtolorum Syriacos, p. 82. and in the 
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* * 08 XouToAR, and ver. 29. CporeTIOs, inſtead of the uſd 
Leading v % | | 
3. The Sahidic verſion agrees in a very extraording 
manner with the Cambridge manuſcript, an account d 
which may be ſeen in the Orient. Bibl. Vol, III. p. 20 
—207 how 4. | - 
After a due conſideration of all theſe circumſtances, 
we (hall hardly conclude that a Greek-Latin manuſcry; 
written in the Weſt of Europe, where Latin only w 
ſpoken, has been altered from the Syriac; and thew 
tural inference to be deduced is, that its readings ate i 
the moſt part genuine, and of courſe preferable to this 
of modern manuſcripts ***. On the other hand, I il 
not deny that ſeveral appear to be faulty, being eile 
ſcholia, or a ſubſtitution of an eaſy for a difficult ral 
ing, or the reſult of an alteration made to remove fone 
unfavourable doctrine. I will mention a few of the 
which ſeem to be ſpurious, though, in conſequence d 
the defective extracts, which have been made from ths 
manuſcript, I am unable to determine, whether ther 
readings of the firſt hand, or merely corrections; a knoi 
ledge of which muſt have material influence on ot 
Judgement of the manuſcript itſelf. Matth. x. 4. * 
find Xavavaiog for Kavavrns, an alteration which mult d 
aſcribed to the conceit of an ignorant tranſcriber, yi 
changed a proper name, which was unknown to hin 
into one, with which he was acquainted; it is found 
no manuſcript, nor even in the Syriac verſion, but! 
. peculiar to the Latin and the Coptic, and proceed 
probably from a copyiſt, who was ignorant of the Orient 
— Matth. xvii. 1. Mark ix. 2. we find in ii 
manuſcript alone avayes for ava, which has the 
pearance of a ſcholion, made in conſequence of the d 
jection ta the latter reading, that Chriſt conducted, 1 
carried his diſciples to the Mount, in the fame nun 
as Cicero vented his ſatire againſt a fimilar uſe of l 
Latin word adferre. Matth. Xxi. 7. for eration % 
bro, a reading at which many had taken offence, 8 
kauſe Chriſt could have fat on only one abs, ct be 


OY 


_ = 
8 
PI WR I 


RES 


r 


"A 


1 


ä 


* 


44 4 "4 
. 2 5 
„ 
|: þ 
E 
Y p 
. 
4 : 
Li » 
„ 
6 


ber. vl. MSS. of the Greek Teſtament. 233 


ig that aver might refer to «ears, we find in this 
artuſcript alone rave are: it is true that this is the 
erding of the Latin verſion, but not of the Latin ver- 
on alone, for it is likewiſe in the old Syriac, and the 
Coptic. Mark t. 41. the Cod. Cant. alone has ogyides 
Wor cn yridecs, agreeably to the Latin iratus; a read- 
ing found alſo in the Corbejenſis 2. and the Vercellen- 
ls. This has all the appearance of an alteration 
Fom the Latin verſion, which in other manuſcripts, both 
ancient and modern, has miſertus. In the old Syriac, 
2; well as in the Philoxemian, we find 2.432] miſertus 
elt, which might be an erratum for A iratus eſt, and 
give riſe to the reading of the Cambridge manuſcript, 
though it is poſſible that the reading of the latter was 
an early correction of ſome critic, who thought that a 
vord expreſſive of anger was more ſuitable to the occa- 


nes, 
cri, 
51 
1c 1. 
re u 
| thok 
[ml 
either 
reads 
e {ont 


f the fon, than one expreſſive of pity. Mark vi. 56. TAzruas 
nee d js peculiar to this manuſcript, inſtead of ayopars, an alte- 
mm ths ration which aroſe perhaps from the ſuppoſition that the 
hey ae 


ſormer reading was more ſuitable to the context, which 
relates to towns and villages. It is admiſſible as a ſcho- 
hon, but not as a part of the text. In this example the 
Cambridge manuſcript agrees with the Vulgate, which 
has in plateis; but it is by no means a neceſſary conſe- 
quenge, that the former was altered from the latter, 
ince it might have been copied from a ſtill more ancięnt 


knows 
ON du 
4. 9 
muſt de 
er, Wal 
0 him 


ound | a manuſcript, that had en W Aα I * The Syriac Laa 
, but s a medium between both, ſince it may be rendered 
-occeddl either ſtreet or market l. Mark vii. 19. #5 eren ef ep- 
Orient vrai is nothing more than a ſcholion for «5 To a 
d in tht reeevers, Which is found in all the other manuſcripts. 
the 1 uke xv11. 22. it adds Terw to the common text, having 
f the 00 b TW ne TOYTQN T8 vis ru avlewre, and in the La- 
ted, OT du we find in like manner unum dierum HORUM filii 
e mand uns, a reading found in no other manuſcript, either 
lle of 0 tek or Latin. This T&rwv determines the ſenſe of the 
own i pillage, which without it is capable of more than one 
ence, b ©planation ; and the Latin appears in this caſe to have 
not c en altered from the Greek reading, which is pecu- 
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liar to this manuſcript, and is found in none of th 
ancient verſions, that in other reſpes agree with it, n 
even in the Syriac. Whether it is to be explained * 
ſcholion, or an interpolation, I will not pretend to 6. 


ECT. 


473-7408 Luke XXII. 16. £WG OTY * Bewbn, in the Latin - c 

uſque quo novum edatur, a reading found in no oth 

either Greek or Latin manuſcri | N ow 
| , cript, has all the appearance 
of a ſcholion ***, and the Latin ſeems to have been dl. the , 
tered from the Greek: the ſame may be faid of » n | c 

nega rug eAevorus ou, in die adventus tui, Luke xxii 41 =... 
unleſs it be explained as a correction. John vi. * 1 

r lien is an addition peculiar to this manuſcript, it nuſer 
being the only one that has We S Tn I aRAAaoong Elc mh from 
MEPH rue TiCeeiades, and the Latin text of the Cod, ulual 

Cant. which is here altered from the Greek, has trans lle 
mare Galilææ in fines Tiberiadis. The Vulgate, both hel 
ancient and modern, has very properly trans mare Gr bh 
lilææ, quod eſt Tiberiadis; but the old Latin verſion, in had : 
the Codex Veronenſis, has in fines in common with the 0 
Cambridge manuſcript, whereas all the others, whit form 
coincide not with the Vulgate, explain the paſſage by and 
different additions, as may be ſeen in Blanchini ““. Ads deci 
X11. 5. the Cod. Cant. alone has wn de wgerwuxn m 8 more 
SXTEVEL WEL UTE amo 1ng eue ge TOY FEov weft al non 
and in the Latin multa vero oratio erat inſtantiſſime pro defer 
eo ab eccleſia ad Deum ſuper ipſo, a reading which ha relat 
been chiefly taken from the Greek *. Acts x1. 19. Dr. 
4 or v for amax ſeems to be a ſcholion, unl tion 
it be a correction from the Syriac, or the Coptic. Per- 1 
haps it was originally written as a marginal note, take ber 
from one of theſe verſions, and by degrees admitted ina of j 
the text. This, at leaſt, is certain, that it is not an ale. Cenc 
ration from one of the Latin verſions, which have almol oh 
univerſally duci, and the Latin text of the Cambridge tho 
manuſcript itſelf has, according to Sabatier, vigiles jut by 
obduci. Acts xiii. 47. the Cod. Cant. alone omits u, Fer! 
and reads BTW VAP EVETET.AAXEV Ku 1405, but not in the Lavin, Bez 
which is, accor ing to Sabatier, ita enim mandatum ed 
dedit nobis dominus. It ſeems to be a deſigned - 2 


1 
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Pon, and that nw was rejected by ſome ancient critic as 
n ſpurious reading, becauſe the paſſage of Iſaiah, which 


& Paul immediately quotes, refers to Chriſt alone. 


VII. 


) (es On the other hand, ſeveral of the readings in the Co- 
Lan dex Cantabrigienſis are the very reverſe of corrections, 
other or modifications of a difficult paſſage: for inſtance v 


watum, John vii. 8. a text which has been expoſed to 
the cenſure of Porphyry, and therefore altered by many 
tanſcribers, with a view of evading the objection, into 
my abba 

The reſult of the preceding remarks 1s, that the ma- 
nuſcript in queſtion cannot poſſibly have been altered 
from the Latin, according to the charge which has been 
uſually laid to it. The tranſcriber appears to have acted 
like a critic, to have corrected the text from the beſt 
help which he could procure, to have derived aſſiſtance 
from many ancient manuſcripts, ſome of which perhaps 
had admitted ſcholia into the text, and at times to have 


h the rentured a critical conjecture. But till we are fully in- 
chich formed what readings are to be aſcribed to the text itſelf, 
5 1 and what to ſubſequent corrections, it is impoſſible to 


decide on this ſubject with any certainty, which we ſhall 
more eaſily obtain, if to the above-mentioned informa- 
uon be added a diligent uſe of the Sahidic verſion. I 
(eter therefore for the preſent my opinion on many points 
telatire to this ſubject, and wait for the publication of 


1. 19. Dr. Kipling, to whom none of theſe ſources of informa- 
unlels uon can be inacceſſible. . 
Per- The hiſtory of this moſt important manuſcript muft 
taken be related in an inverted order, becauſe our knowledge 
1 ing 0 it in later times is certain, whereas the higher we aſ⸗ 
ha cend, the greater is the obſcurity, in which we are in- 
me Yolved, till at length we loſe ourſelves in the maze o 
"7 * unwarranted conjectures, that have been ventured 
| 7 Werſtein. At preſent it is the property of the Uni- 
_ ierity of Cambridge, which received it as a preſent from 
= * its former proprietor, in the year 158 1. The learn- 
wi onor was ſo far from over-rating the value of his 
5 manuſcript, that, in his letter to the Univerſity, he ex- 
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Beza ipſe omni culpa careat, neque reperio quomodo 


critic can find with Wetſtein in this circumſtance 4 


cauſe; the manuſcript was already fent to Cambridge 


the Cod. Cant. and the Codex f Stephani, which, ® he 
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preſſed himſelf in the following manner, etſi vero mill 
melius quam vos ipſi, que fit huic exemplari fides hz. 
benda, æſtimarint, hac de re tamen vos admonendy 
dux1, tantam a me, in Luce præſertim evangelio, reper 
tam eſſe inter hunc codicem et cæteros quamtumyis ye. 
teres diſcrepantiam, ut vitande quorundam offenfon 
aſſervandum potius quam publicandum exiſtimem. Thi 
paſſage is the more entitled to our attention, as Wet. 
{tein, who ſometimes forgets the rules of decorum, when 
he ſpeaks of Beza, has accuſed him not only of being ty 
precipitate, but even of acting unfairly, and of quotin 
this ſingle manuſcript as two different manuſcripts con. 
firming the ſame reading. He ſays, p. 34. vereor ut 


ipſum crimine minus fincere adminiſtrate rei liberar 
queam. ö 

According to Beza's own account, which he has r. 
peated more. than once, this manuſcript was found at 
Lyons, in the monaſtery of St. Irenzus, in the year 1502, 
at the commencement of the civil war in France“, 
from which period he made uſe of it till the year 1581, 
and has frequently quoted it in his edition of the Greek 
Teſtament, publiſhed in 1 582. Though he ſtyles it n 
this publication meus codex, notwithſtanding he hai 
ſent it to Cambridge the year before, yet no impartil 


ground of ſuſpicion: for it cannot be ſuppoſed that Betz 
made his remarks in the ſame year, in which the wot 
was printed, but during the interval that elapſed be 
tween. the editions of 1565 and 1582. At that time 
therefore he could give it no other name than that 0 
codex meus, and it would have been furely abſurd, 


when his remarks were ready for the prels, to have alter 
in each of them codex meus into codex olim meu. 
On the other hand, the account of Beza appears 7 
tradictory to the very probable aſſertion of Wetſtein, ti 


relates, ſome of his friends bad collated in Italy, * 1 


s Ker. vi. MSS. A the Greek Teſtament, 237 


edition of 15 50, are one and the ſame manuſcript. It is 


ui ce that Beza quotes them as totally diſtinct; but very 
ha. obrious circumſtances decide in favour of Wetſtein. Both 
005 manuſcripts, if the * is allowable where the ſame 
per thing has merely two different names, contain only the Goſ- 
ue. pels and Acts of the Apoſtles: where the Cambridge ma- 
from nuſcript has chaſms, no readings are quoted by Stephens 
Thi from the Codex 3; and the readings of the Codex Ste- 
et. pani 3, among which are 4.50 lectiones ſingulares, are 
Then in general found in the Cambridge manuſcript **?. This 
500 diſcovery is of real importance, for, ſince the Cod. 
ting Cant. varies from the common Greek text in a greater 
con. degree than any other, it makes a material difference, 
Ir ut whether the deviations are peculiar to . this manu- 
nods ſcript, or whether they are confirmed by other autho- 
eraſe ity. Wetſtein therefore, in order to avoid the error 
of producing two witneſſes inſtead of one, has not ad- 
as fe mitted the Cod. Stephani G into his collection of various 
nd at readings. | 
105 The animoſity which Wetſtein had excited in Baſel, 
ce united with his harſh treatment of Beza, was the cauſe 
1581 not only that this diſcovery was called in queſtion by 


cool and impartial lovers of the truth, but that the author 
was attacked in a violent, and even virulent manner, in 


e had a work publiſhed in 1730, by an anonymous writer, and 
partial entitled Specimen obſervationum in prolegomena, &c. 
ance d The only argument of real conſequence, advanced in 
it Ben this work, is the following, that-Stephens has quoted 
e work rom his Codex g; twenty paſſages, which vary from thoſe 
ed be in the Codex Cantabrigienſis. Bengel', who ſpeaks with- 
t time out warmth or partiality, has added to theſe twenty an 
that 0! inſtance taken from Acts x xi. 35. and I have found 
rd, be another, Acts xiii. 1. But the anſwer is eaſy, and has 
nbridge been really given by Wetſtein ***, namely, among ſo great 
alter a number of quoted readings, either Stephens himſelf, 
Us. N | or 
ars con bh 

in, that AY „445. of the firſt edition, p. 81, 82. of the ſecond. He ſays, non 
„ he pono me in controverſiam, quæ politicas potius quam criticas vide- 


tur rationes habere. 
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or the compoſitor, might have eafily made twenty 
errata, either by inaccurately quoting the words, or ſe. 
ting the letter g, where another letter ſhould have been 
placed. Wetſtein's reply derives a great acceſiion d 
probability from the doubts which he has ſtarted reite 
to the celebrated accuracy and diligence of Stephen; 
and alſo from the following remark of the imparti 


ECT 


etl 

cript 
was [ 
tein 
nd { 
pt St. 
of By 


Bengel, that, though the Complutenſian Bible, and the found 
Codex Stephani a, are undoubtedly one and the me wo | 
thing, yet more than twenty examples might be pr- Beza, 
duced, where Stephens quotes from Codex a what is tick 


found in the Complutenſian Bible. Wetſtein has give 
likewiſe particular anſwers to the reſpective examples, d 
which I will quote the following, as it contains at the 
ſame time a new argument in favour of his diſcover, 
Acts viii. 6. Stephens quotes from the Codex Þ, v 
de ol o, and Mill, from the Cod. Cant. ws d nw v. 
reg 08 IN, Weootixove Now the Cambridge manulcryt, 
according to Wetſtein has both theſe readings, one from 
the hand of the tranſcriber, the other from the hand af 


Doug 
DI 5t 
Nas a 
1 uſcr 
cor, 
droba 


2. It 
igina 
wen if 
bey ap 
u W. 
Beza, 1 
Montan 
df this 
Rat tin 
bridge 
Ile of 
etſtei 


As it appears then that theſe two diſſerent titles belong 
in fact to one and the ſame manuſcript, the queſuon 
naturally ariſes, how could Beza give ſo contradictory 


an account, and quote them as different rt 
: 5 | Wetſtein 


m To this may be added what Semler has obſerved in his 46, Note 
to Wetitein's Prolegomena: quomodo fingi poteſt, ut Beza manibus ſuis 
teneat codicem, eumque diverſum putet a Stephani Þ, fi hic # fuit mr 


mero idem ille codex ? Nunquamne, qui contulerat, Stephani goat de has 
lis poſtea vidit hunc Bezz librum ? But this objection will be ovviate Precedi 
when we recollect that the manuſcript was not collated by Henry dte- mſtake, 


me, a: 
before t 
det pri. 
ards, | 
loſe of 
bf bis I 
brigien 
dmont: 
are ſo n 


phens, for his father ſays expreſsly, To G To & Irakg ure Tu mire 
eur arTiCAnder Prawn n. Dr. Semler conjectures in his 4470. Note that 
the Codex Stephani 8 might have been a tranſcript of the Cod. Cant. 
and brought to Italy a ſhort time before it was collated. The ſame 
thought has likewiſe occurred to me, but it is attended with the follow 
ing difficultjes. ; 2 

1. Stephens calls his Codex E, wetr/tifimum exemplar in Italia 2 
amicis collatum. | 4 
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liam a Prato Biſhop of Clermont, brovgtic with hin 0 | 
the council of Trent a Greek manuſcript, from wig C 
he quoted John xx1. 22. F &uTov YA f-£vecv OYTQL wg 
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Biſhop had the Cod. Cant. and that it ought to han 
been called Claromontanus 
Wetſtein reſts on very uncertain ground, as coincidence 


leſs than ſeven centuries, and is ſo fortunate as to fol 
840: Druthmar relates that he had ſeen a Greek man 

ſcript of the Goſpels, in which that of St. John imme 
_ diately follows that of St. Matthew. Now this conjectur 


man, and immediately aſked if it were Homer. Sure 
no one will doubt, that nine hundred years ago ther 


as well as Greek, it may be obſerved, that it conta ads 


not related of his manuſcript ***. 


' Ridley's manuſcripts of the Heraclean verſion during 11 
fourteen days, it is hardly poſſible that he had * 
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eO, a reading found only in the Cod. Cant., Wetten WAR 
who heaps conjecture on conjecture, concludes that the 


ed. But this argument d 


in a ſingle reading is a weak proof of the identity of hk 
manuſcripts *??. _ 85 | 
Having thus far advanced, he takes a flight of u 


the manuſcript again in France about the year of Chr 


reminds me of the ſtory of one who heard of a blind 


were other Greek manuſcripts, in which the Latin 
order of the Goſpels was obſerved, beſide the Codet 
Cantabrigienſis: and, independent of the object 
which Semler has made, that this manuſcript is Law 


likewiſe the Acts of the Apoſtles, which Druthmar lus elo! 


Laſtly, Wetſtein takes a {till bolder ſtep, and diſcoren whic 
the Cod. Cant. among thoſe which were collated il that 


Alexandria in 616, for the New Syriac verſion, becauſe pari 
he found a coincidence in ſeveral readings, which EH ug 
has counted as far as eleven. This is a weak arguing. 
in favour of an aſſertion, which is in itſelf highly imp in 
bable, ſince we can have no reaſon to ſuppole that '0 fon 


Egyptian manuſcripts of the Greek Teſtament, would 7 the c 


added a Latin tranſtation*. - As Wetſtein made ule 0 


o A more probable argument, as well as the anſwer to it may be 
in the Orient. Bibl. Vol, XVIII. P+ 1 


/ 
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ne to examine, Whether his ſuppoſed diſcovery were 
ally grounded. The public library at Alexandria was 
don after that period reduced to aſhes; the queſtion 
erefore propoſed by Wetſtein, quid neceſſe eſt alum 
milem atque gemellum creare, eumque ſtatim ad ni- 
lum redigere, 15 totally uſeleſs. Beſides, Ridley has 
early ſhewn, p. 61, 62. of his diſſertation, that the 
kmbridge manuſcript cannot poſſibly have been one 
thoſe, which were uſed by Thomas of Heraclea, be- 
wſe its characteriſtic readings are not diſcoverable in 
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[nk e extracts, which were added by the editor | 
nd With reſpect to the uſe, which has been made of this 
irik muſcript. 1 have mentioned above that Stephens 
any 


de extracts from it, though with no great accuracy, 
der the title Codex g, for the edition of the Greek 


cue eftament, of 1 5 50, and likewiſe Beza for his own edi- 

bind, which was publiſhed in 1 582. Since it was ſent 

urel the Univerſity of Cambridge, it has been more accu- 

dere collated by Junius: his extracts were uſed by Cur- 

2 eus and Morinus, of whom the latter had principally 
0 


new to defend the Latin verſion, and. thoſe readings 
Ich agree with it. A fourth, and much more accurate 
ation, was made at the inſtigation of Uſher, and the 
NY mcts were inſerted in the ſixth volume of the London 
nar hu Irglot. Mill collated it a fifth and fixth time, as he 
res us, ſect. 1418, 1419, and found a variety of mat- 


wy wich had eſcaped the notice of his predeceflors : 
ate 0 that his extracts are likewiſe defective, appears on 
150 he paring them with Wetſtein's New Teſtament **3. 
1 


bs laſt mentioned critic has exerted the moſt zeal and 
ace, having tranſcribed the whole of this manu- 
Pt in the year 1716. The world therefore is in 


at 10 . 0 . ; 8 
th leſſon of two written copies of the ſame manuſcript, 


1d be PERS n 
r * tte critic, into whoſe hands the tranſcript of Wet- 
I n may hereafter fall, muſt take care to avoid the error 
1 dee ng it as a new evidence“. 


ly, the Univerſity of Cambridge has come to a 
mon in the preſent year 1787, of printing the whole 
nay be fel ſuſerpt, in letters of the ſame form and magnitude, 
Ia hand-writing, and has committed the 


publi- 
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publication to the care of Dr. Kipling. It is an unde 
taking of very great importance, for which T acknowledy 
my particular thanks, it being the completion of a ui 
that I have expreſſed on ſeveral occaſions, though m 
vanced age gives me little reaſon to hope, that I ſha 
ſurvive the publication. 8 
60. Cantabrigienſis 2, according to Mill, a man 
ſcript of the Acts of the Apoſtles, the catholic epiſth 
and the epiſtles to the Hebrews, written on vellum, ea 
ſuppoſed by Thomas Gale to be five or fix hundred jeg 
old. It has the following chaſms, Acts i. 1—:0. wi 
20— xx. 14. James v. 14. to the end of the epill 
1 Peter 1—3. and a part of the fourth chapter. [th 
been collated by Mille: but as he deſcribes it, $141 
as if it contained no other of St. Paul's epiſtles, than Hue: 
to the Hebrews, it is inconceivable how it can bequott 
ſo often for the others. We can make no other conc 
ſion than that they are really contAined in this manulcry 
and that Mill has expreſſed himſelf inaccurately”, 
61. Cantabrigienſis 3, or Codex collegii Emanud 
Cantabrigiæ, noted 30 in the ſecond part of Wetliel 


? I am at a loſs to determine whether Wetſtein has entirely ont 

this manuſcript, or whether he has only given it a falſe name. It q 
pears to me to be the ſame as that which he has noted 29 in the ſeat 
part, and 24 in the third, his deſcription of which is attended Jans, 
more than one miſtake. His account of the Cod. 29 in the ſecond 
is as follows. Codex Oxonienſis collegii Chriſti membranaceus in och 
continet acta et epiſtolas apoſtolorum. Deſunt tamen A i. ad ver 
item ab xviii. 20. ad xx. 14. Quingentorum eſt annorum. Tia 
Gale contvlit et cum editore Oxonienſi N. T. anni 1675 communical 
Here Oxonienſis ſeems to be an erratum for Cantabrigienſis, becaul 
Cod. Oxon. has the ſame chaſms as Mill's Cod. Cant. the ſame un 
likewiſe is aſcribed to it, and in the third part Weſtein himſelf de 
his Codex 24, © Cantabrigienſis collegii Chriſti, Tom. II. p. 1 
28, where 28 appears to be an erratum for 29, becauſe 23 þ 
Baroccianus which I have deſcribed above No. 357 and — 

' tein's third part is Codex 23. Beſides, at Oxford there is no c 


0 04. 
Chriſti, but Corpus-Chriſti College, and Chriſt-Church N q . Kr 
circumſtance however occaſions ſome perplexity, namely, t we : rel 
appeals not to Mill, but to Gale. As I am not in mes " . 10 Un 
editition of 359 5, on which the whole depends, I am una 2 d to 


the queſtion“ . 
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e. in the third 53. This is a very neatly written, 
ot ancient, manuſcript of all the epiſtles. It has 


any chaſms, for the catholic epiſtles begin with the 
iddle of 2 Pet. i. and is not legible before 2 Peter ii. 4. 
is likewiſe defective from 1 John iii. 20. as far as the 
d of the third epiſtle; that of St. Jude alſo is wanting, 
(dit has likewiſe the two following chaſms, 1 Cor. xi. 7— 


iſ . 56. and from Heb. xi. 27. to the end of the epiſtle**7. 
" oF [<adings were firft publiſhed in the London Polyglot, 


Whom which they were taken by Mill and Wetſtein““. 
| will mention two of them, in order to enable the 
der to judge of the manuſcript itſelf. Epheſ. ii. 4. 


lth [ zy271v, it has the unuſual word evoraayyren, a reads 
(14 > found in no other manuſcript ; and Heb. x. 6. it 
un th dne agrees with the Vulgate, and the Syriac verſion, in 
e 00ution of xa, an error which probably took its 
* ein the Syriac **?, as this verſion has the whole paſſage 
auch erally from the verſion of the Pſalms. | | 


| bz, Cantabrigienſis, n. 495 in the Univerſity library, 
anc! 26 in the ſecond part of Wetſtein's N. T., in the 
Fetten 21, is a manuſcript of the Acts of the Apoſtles, and 

WT Epiſtles, written in the twelfth century, but has many 
lms. The eleven firſt chapters of the Acts are to- 


ely 0 | . 1 . - 

we. 1 8 Vanting, ikewile xiv. 13—xv. 10. Rom. xi. 22--33. 
i the e kluee firſt chapters of the firſt epiſtle to the Corin- 
tendel uns, 1 Tim. i. and iii. with the epiſtles to Philemon 


ſeconl NG the Hebrews e. According to Wetſtein's account, 
eue b though he has not deſcribed thif manuſcript, has 
collated it and called it Luc. becauſe Profeſſor Lucas 
** Wont it with him from the Eaſt. Whether this be true, 
«, beute, Jam unable to determine *. Wetſtein collated 
ame aui , a1 71 b. : 
aſelf de bz. Cantabrigienſis, n. 496 in the Univerſity Library, 
. Sp ed 27 in the ſecond part of Wetſtein's N. T., con- 
n. % be epiſtles of St. Paul, beginning with that to the 
no Colle lattans, and was collated by Wetſtein in 1716 *. 
col. Oi + Carpzovianus, noted 78 in the firſt part of Wet- 
that wa by: T., is a manuſcript of the four Goſpels, written 
0 | um, which Küſter judging from the letters, ſup- 
eto to be 600 years old. John Gottlob Carpzov of 
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Leipzig had it in his poſſeſſion, and Küſter procured 
from Dr. Boerner thoſe extracts, which he inſerted in 
Mill's edition of the Greek Teſtament. 
Des Champs. See Regius 2243. 5 

65. Claromontanus, or Regius 2245, preſerved in 
the royal library in Paris, where at preſent it is marked 
Cod. Græc. 107, noted D in the ſecond part of Wet. 
ſtein's N. T., 1s a Greek-Latin manuſcript of the epiſtles 


SECT 
of it, 
land, 
The | 
fails c 
been 1 
filled 


monur 


of St. Paul, whoſe antiquity was eſtimated by Sabatier Thi 
at 1200 years. It contains the epiſtle to the Hebrews, at 
though this epiſtle 1s omitted in the catalogue of the ert 
books of the New Teſtament, which is annexed to the % e 
epiſtle to Philemon, a proof that this catalogue was made 4 f 8 
by a member of the Latin church, which formerly fe. 5 
jected the epiſtle to the Hebrews. In the ſame cata 3 ö 


logue the Latin order of the Goſpels is likewiſe obſerved 
namely, Matthew, John, Mark, Luke. 

Beza, who had this manuſcript in his poſſeſſion, and 
was the firſt that made uſe of it, has given it the titl 
Claromontanus from Clermont in Beauvaiſis, where i 
is faid to have been preſerved. But Wetſtein contend 
that this is a miſtake, and that Beza confounded it wit 
Cant. I. He conjectures that it was brought into Switz 


Chapter, 


"It is 
ms John / 
475, th; 
Fares of « 
Aren from 


| t the fame 

erland from the monaſtery of Cluny, which the Swe val! 
lundered, and that Beza deſignedlyconcealed the mannel thi 

in which he became poſſeſſed of it * This is one n ar 
Wetſtein's partial and unjuſt reflections on Beza, for 'Thave x 
he procured it either by purchaſe or preſent, and * =_. "og 
by reſcued it from deſtruction, he __ ſurely ba lets, to. 
avowed it openly, without expoſing himſelf to the can e 

of a literary theft, or the danger of having his manulc e, t. 
redemanded. It is however of little conſequence Wl Voune c 
know where it had been kept before that period. Fro dds 
the hands of Beza it came into the Putean my ys 
and was bequeathed by the proprietor, with 10 ſtacheter du 
other manuſcripts, to the royal library in Fans, 4 el th: 
it is preſerved at preſent. According to the 1 4 > 
of Wetſtein and Sabatier, thirty fix leaves were cl 7 — 

| Re | „ eie | FUrinthian 

2 Beza, neſcio quo pacto, hoc enim ſtudioſe filentio inen Proctor Sch 


- favit. 
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o it}, in the beginning of this century, and fold in Eng- 
land, but they were ſent back by Lord Oxford in 1729 
The manuſcript therefore is again complete, as there 
fails only the covering, in which the ſtolen ſheets had 
been incloſed, which is kept in the Britiſh Muſeum, and 
filled with the letters that paſſed on the occaſion, as a 
monument of this infamous theft. 
This manuſcript, like other codices græco-latini, 
has been accuſed of having a Greek text, that has been 
atered from the Latin. In ſupport of this charge, 
Wetſtein has produced ſeveral examples which deſerve 
to be examined, but they are not all of equal weight. 
| will not preſume to aſſert that the charge is wholly un- 
3 for it has the ſuſpicious reading w evonrav 
om. 1. 32. which I noticed in the third ſection of this 
Chapter, But at the ſame time, it harmonizes with other 
: ancient 


It is probable that the perſon guilty of this ſcandalous tranſaction 
m John Aymon, of whom Uffenbach relates in Vol. III. of his Travels, 
Þ 475, that he ſhewed him, on the 29tÞ of January 1717, twelve ſingle 
eres of quarto vellum, that diſcovered the moſt venerable antiquity, 
ken from a Greek-Latin manuſcript of the epiſtles of St. Paul, and 
It the fame time added, that the remainder of the manuſcript was in 
i rojal library in Paris, Uffenbach deſcribes Aymon as a noted 
ſerary thief, whoſe perſon was not in ſafety, as he had robbed both 
royal, and private libraries, | | 
' Thave received the following account from a friend who was him. 
| in Paris, and ſaw this manuſcript. * A librarian has prefixed the 
Moving remark. Manuſcrit gate par Aymon, qui en a coupe 3r 
ets, to which is added by another hand, ou plutot 35. To this 
ſcript belongs a ſecond volume noted likewiſe 107, which contains 
eaves, that had been cut out, and in which is the following remark. 
f Volume contenant trente quatre feuillets arraches ou coupes du 
= et precieux MScr. des Epitres de St. Paul par VApoſtat et le 
at Aymon, fut renvoyẽ a Mr. V Abbe Bignon au mois de—1729 
N Milord d' Oxford, Seigneur Anglois. II les avoit achetes, ou 
acheter du voleur Aymon. In this ſmall volume, beſide the above- 
awoned thirty four leaves, is found a ſingle leaf not ſtitched with the 
n the bottom of which is written, feuillet envoys de Hollande 
1 « Stoſch, Mars 1720. It is the 149th leaf, and contains the end 
4 nn and beginning of the 12th chapter of the firſt epiſtle to 
nnthians, The friend to whom I am indebted for this account 
"ur Schweighäuſer in Straſburg . "74% | 


Q3 
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ancient verſions, more eſpecially the Syriac; and as no 
one can ſuppoſe that this manuſcript has been corrupted 
from them all, no other cauſe of coincidence can he 
aſſigned, than its high antiquity. Heb. xi. 35. it has 
in conjunction with the Cod. Alex. N Yana, which 
is undoubtedly a falſe reading, becauſe the following 
words rug vexpes aur are left without meaning. Thi 
accuſative ſeems to be the remnant of a reading ex- 
preſſed by the Syriac verſion, YUvXIRXG EF d a vegan 
rug uro, in the Syriac, e: U > won la ann 
reddiderunt mulieribus filios ipſarum ex reſurrectione 


SECT.\ 
wiſe f 
e 
meanin 
it not « 
It orig 
which | 
and Ty 
[a1 b 
atin t 
nm a. 
but the 


mortuorum . Perhaps this verſe has another various dds, w 
reading, which Wetſtein has not quoted, for the Latin ending 
text is, acceperunt mulieres de reſurrectione mortuorun{iiſpeted | 
ſuorum, which expreſſed in Greek would be HafU Minit in 


varus x avzoactus vere avrw, Which with exception to 


The F 


rus is agreeable to the Syriac reading. Heb. xii. 3. ii enam 
has, in conjunction with the Codex Sangermanentis, ancient r 
reading that gives a totally different ſenſe from the com ln has 
mon text, and that from the firſt hand, avanyioarh lefame 1 
Yao? TOIQUTNV UTOMEMEVINOTE GTO TWV G Ph GT WG £16 baun rougho 
@vrioyiev, Which is likewiſe expreſſed in the Syriac verſion erence 
ans You con Den, qui fuerunt fibi ipſis adveſ on ſuſ 
ſarii; and as the Latin text of the Codex Claromontanusi one ca 
recogitate talem vos portaſſe a peccatoribus in vobi apt, w; 
verſitatem, it was evidently made from the particulWhoerer 


Greek text of the Claromontanus, as the common Fn 3 ma 
verſion follows the uſual reading *37. Still more eta ennot 
dinary is the coincidence of the Latin text with the ii this 
verſion, Heb. xii. 18. though, as far as we can juderandri 
from the extracts, that have been given of this magen, a. 
ſcript, the coincidence does not take place in the Gred Race, th 


text. The Syriac tranſlator, as well as the Coptic | Mill cor 
Armenian, has omitted opes, and the firſt has _ It ſecond 
the paſſage laag/co |. les which the author ON Mciently 
Arabic verſion, publiſhed by Erpenius, muſt have f | ab b 

us from 


hy, and 


+ 


have been. 


| | ; : it wil 
t I omit the verb, becauſe I am unable to conjecture what it 


* The Sangermanenſis after vag has Tor, 
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wiſe found in the Syriac, for he has N WI IJ 
L- Now it is difficult to determine what is the 
meaning of ad ignem ardentem et palpabilem, and were 
i not expreſſed in other verſions, I ſhould ſuppoſe that 
it originated from a miſtake of a Syrian tranſcriber, into 
which he was led by the ſimilarity of the words Nuro 
ind Turo, and that the true text were Ee: en 
[2 bend. But this extraordinary reading is in the 
Latin text of the Claromontanus, where we find, non 
mim acceſſiſtis ad ardentem et tractabilem 1gnem ; 
but the Greek text, if we may conclude from the ex- 
ads, which have been produced, muſt have the common 
ading oe. Tt really deſerves to be more nearly in- 
Ihefted in order to ſee whether a correction has been 
ade in this paſſage. | | 
The preceding examples, which have occurred to me 
n examining only a few chapters, ſhew that this very 
cient manuſcript deſerves a more accurate examination 
an has been hitherto beſtowed on it“, and proves at 
e ſame time that the ſuſpicion of its having been altered 
iroughout from the Latin is ungrounded. Were any 
erence of this kind to be drawn, we might with more 
alon ſuſpect the Syriac, but this is a verſion, from which 
one can ſuppoſe that alterations were made in a manu- 
pt, written in Greek and Latin in the weſt of Europe. 
Mivever wiſhes to examine two other important read- 
, may have recourſe to 2 Cor. iv. 1. Gal. ii. 5. 
annot conclude without exprefling a ſincere deſire 
at this manuſcript might be printed like the Codex 

Kandrinus, but I have little reaſon to expect its com- 
tion, as moſt probably it will never be known in 
ace, that J have ever expreſſed it. ; 
Mil contended that the Codex Claromontanus was 
| ſecond part of the Cantabrigienſis, but Wetſtein has 
cently confuted this opinion, and ſhewn that the 
mer is by no means connected with the latter, as ap- 
nom the difference of their form, their ortho- 
phy, and the nature of the vellum on which they are 
8 a4 written. 
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written. This has likewiſe been confirmed by Grieſback mon 
in his Symbolz criticæ, p. lvi. who has examined both 


manuſcripts““. "ny 
Beza was the firſt who made uſe of the Claromontanus: 71 
it was afterwards collated by Morinus, with a view of Wet 
diſcovering readings in ſupport of the Vulgate : mare Mati 
copious extracts were given in the London Polyglo, cent 
which Mill transferred to his Greek Teſtament, and 72 
| Wetſtein has twice collated it himſelf in 1715 and 1716, Wett 
but the extracts from the leaves, which were at tha and t 
time wanting, he procured from Nieuwenhuis. T centu 
Latin verſion publiſhed by Sabatier, was taken from 73. 
this manuſcript and the Sangermanenſis. Wetf 
66, For the extracts taken from the 14 following ment: 
manuſcripts ***, we are wholly indebted to the ind in the 
of Wetſtein, namely, 74. 
Coiſlinianus 1, noted F in the third part of Wetſtein Wetſt 
N. T., contains a part of the Old Teſtament, and pro Athos 
perly ſpeaking has no reference to the New. But as nenta: 
paſſage of the latter, namely, Acts ix. 24, 25. is found 75. 
in it written in the ſame hand, which diſcovers fo hig Wetſte 
an antiquity as the eighth century“, Wetſtein h the ele 
given it a place in his catalogue. Was bre 
67. Coilinianus 20, noted 36 in the firſt part of Wet 76, 
ſtein's N. T., a manuſcript of the eleventh centu Wetſte 
brought from mount Athos, and containing the pin the f 
Goſpels. | | vas wr 
| 68. Coiſlinianus 21, noted 37 in the firſt part of Wer from m 
ſtein's N. T., a manuſcript of the four Goſpels write Profeſſo 
in the eleventh century. : V T. 
69. Coiflinianus 22, noted 40 in the firſt part of Vc curate 
ſtein's N. T., a manuſcript of the four Goſpels broug] 77. ( 
from mount Athos: it is defective from John XX. 25. Wetſtei 
the end: it is ſaid to be written inaccurately, and to col 19, con 
tain readings of little value. | 0 © book 
- 706. Coiflinianus 23, noted 39 in the firſt part of weng lance M 
ſtein's N. T., contains the four Goſpels, was bro” 3— 
from mount Athos, and written in the twelfth centu bat 


; ” |. — . 91 . . 1 
According to the ſubſcription it was 3 
C 5 1 . „ * . I 
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monaſtery of St. Athanaſius on that mount in the year 
1218. Wetſtein ſuppoſes it to be a mere tranſcript of 
the Codex Coiſlinianus 195. i 
| 11. Coiſlinianus 24, noted 41 in the firſt part of 
Wetſtein's N. T., contains various commentaries on St. 
Matthew and St Mark: it was written in the eleventh 
century. 
1. ine 25, noted 15 in the third part of 
Wetſtein's N. T., contains the Acts of the Apoſtles, 
and the catholic epiſtles: it was written in the eleventh 
century. | | | | 
73. . 26, noted 19 in the ſecond part of 
Wetſtein's N. T., and. in the third 16, contains com- 
mentaries on the Acts of the Apoſtles, and was written 
in the eleventh century. | 
74. Coiſlinianus 27, noted 20 in the ſecond part of 
Wetſtein's N. T., a manuſcript brought from mount 
Athos, containing the epiſtles of St. Paul with com- 
mentaries, but is very defective, and in bad preſervation. 
75. Coiſſinianus 195, noted 34 in the firſt part of 
Wetſtein's N. T., a very neatly written manuſcript of 
| the eleventh century: it contains the four Goſpels, and 
was brought from mount Athos. | 
70. Coiſlinianus 199, noted 35 in the firſt part of 
Wetftein's N. T., in the ſecond 18, in the third 14, and 
inthe fourth 17, contains the whole New Teſtament, 
Ws written 1n the eleventh century, and was brought 
tom mount Athos: in many places it has corrections. 
troteſſor Storr in his diſſertation de verſionibus Syriacis 
V. T. § 35. has ſhewn that Wetſtein has collated it in- 
«curately, and been guilty of many omiſſions . 
77. Coiſlinianus 200, noted 38 in the firſt part of 
Vetſtein's N. T., in the ſecond 23, and in the third 
9, contains the whole of the New Teſtament, except 
© book of Revelation. It has ſeveral chaſms, for in- 
ance Matth. xiv. 1 5—xv. 30. xx. 14—xxi. 27. Mark 
2 c. 4. but it ſeems as if Wetſtein had not noted 
em all. It was certainly written in the thirteenth 
bentury, having been ſent as a preſent from the court 
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ing to Wetſtein, it is the ſame manuſcript as Stephen; fa * 
has quoted under the title Codex $. 4 
78. Coiſlinianus 202, noted 22 in the ſecond part of Wer 
Wetſtein's N. T., and in the fourth 18, contains the K. \ 
Acts, Epiſtles, and Revelation, and was written in the 3 

thirteenth century. 1 Pet. ii. 8. it has a reading Which g 
is either the genuine one, or a very ingenious conjecture, Wen 
els o xa emelnoay '*, See Gen. xi. 6. XXili. 5, 7,12, 16 "ps 
20. But I am rather inclined to take it for a conjecture, . 

made with the view to avoid a reading at which many by no 
had taken offence. Tt may be aſked whether this mu- une 
nuſcript contains other readings of this nature“. a ec 
79. Wetſtein in the ſecond part of his Greek Teſts 64 
ment has another Codex Coiſlinianus, which he notes wet, 
by the letter H, and fays it contains fragments of the 6 
epiſtles of St. Paul: but there muſt be an error relative 87. 
to the number, either of the writer, or of the printer“. werte 
I have obſerved a remarkable reading in this manuſcryt, aten 
which is likewiſe found in the Alexandrinus, namely The 
1 Cor. x. 28. ieh ro for e:9wnofurov. dmon 
80. Coiſlinianus 205, noted 21 in the ſecond part d cellzus 
Wetſtein's N. T., in the third 17, and in the fourth 19, number 
contains the Acts, Epiſtles, and Revelation, with the each re: 
following chaſms, 1 Cor. xvi. 19—2 Cor. i. 7. Hel. This cc 
xili. 15. to the end of the epiſtle, and Rev. i. 1—1!. 5- bed t. 
though this laſt chaſm has been filled up by a mode mos; b 
hand. It appears from a ſubſcription, that it was pur bs uſua 

chaſed by one Antonius a monk in the year 1079. 22, 23, 
81. The following Codices Colbertini“, | will Colbert; 
arrange, not according to the numbers by which they ar muſcripe 
marked, but after the order in which they are placed by 86. 0 
Wetflein, by which means will be avoided the tedou in the | 
repetition of the perſons, by whom they have be 1. f 
collated. e | led, a 
X | | | Colber 8. C 


u Perhaps this is a miſtake for 102. Treſchow p. 9- of his Toy u the fi 
writes as follows, de codice 202 hoc monendum eſt, aut in numer? 
codices Coĩſlinĩanos Wetſtenium non ſemper bibliothecam Co 
ſequutum eſſe, aut aperte erraſſe, quando in II parte N. T. 

ſub litera H, et etiam ſub numero 22 attulit. /. 


iſlinianam 


Coill. 20 
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Colbertinus 2467, noted 22 in the firſt part of Wet 
tein's N. T., contains the four Goſpels. 


$2. Colbertinus 3947, noted 23 in the firſt part of 
Wetſtein's N. T., contains the four Goſpels. Thoſe vf 
& Matthew and St. Mark are accompanied with a 
Latin verſion. 3 

84. Colbertinus 4112, noted 24 in the firſt part of 
Wetſtein's N. T., a manuſcript of the four Goſpels, 
ut preſent Cod. Regius 178, was written in the eleventh 
century; and has a great many corrections, which are 
by no means unimportant. Grieſbach ſuppoſes that the 
manſcriber made uſe of many manuſcripts : he has given 
a ſpecimen of its readings in his Symbolæ, p. clxv. 

84. Colbertinus 2259, noted 25 in the firſt part of 
Wetflein's N. T., is a manuſcript of the four Goſpels. 
dee Grieſbach's Symbolæ, p. clxiv. | BET. 

8;, Colbertinus 4078, noted 26 in the firſt part of 
Wetſtein's N. T., contains the four Goſpels, and was 
vritten in the eleventh century. 


The five preceding manuſcripts were collated by 


dmon, and their readings noted in the margin of Cur- 
cilzus's edition of the Greek Teſtament: but the 
number of the manuſcripts is mentioned in favour of 
ach reading without their being particularly ſpecified . 
This copy was given by Allix to Wetſtein, who tranſ- 
krred theſe marginal notes into his cglle&tion of read- 
n2s; but he was obliged in this inſtance to deviate from 
Ms uſual mode of notation, and inſtead of writing Codex 
22, 23, &c. he could only mention Colbertinus unus, 
Colbertini duo, &c. being unable to determine the ma- 
ſcripts themſelves. | 
86. Colbertinus 6043, in Mill Colb. 1, noted 27 
n the firſt part of Wetſtein's N. T., is a manuſcript 
f the four Goſpels, in which many readings have been 
maled, and others ſubſtituted in their ſtead. 5 
87. Colbertinus 4705, in Mill Colb. z, noted 28 
n the firſt part of Wetſtein's N. T., is a copy of the 
bun Goſpels, whoſe antiquity was eftimated by Mill at 
Joo years . He ſays that it is full of chaſms, that one 

| | Goſpel 


- 
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SEC 
Goſpel is interpolated from another, that its reading » 
differ conſiderably from the uſual text, and that it ap. - 
pears to have been written by a Latin tranſcriber. But MF, 
the ſentiments of Mill, which are unfavourable to is _ 
readings, have been called in queſtion by Wetſtein 155 * 
This I have myſelf obſerved on carefully collating the b 
Syriac verſion of St. Mark's Goſpel, that this manu. * 
ſcript agrees with the Syriac in particular readings, which * 
it has in common _—_ the 1 8 See the Curæ in 7 
cus Apoſtolorum Syriacos, & xi. p. 179. | 
- 88. lo 6066, in Mill Colb. 3. noted 29 in "x 
the firſt part of Wetſtein's N. T., contains the four fort 
Goſpels, with exception to the fifteen firſt chapters of * 
St. Matthew. Mill relates, that he diſcovered in the * 
text of this manuſcript many marginal notes, and in- "x 
tiatory formules, taken from the Lectionaria. Mark 
89. Colbertinus 4444, in Mill Colb. 4. and noted bat © 
30 in the firſt part of Wetſtein's N. . Mill ſpeals of Mart 
© yariationes e XVI. prioribus capitibus Matthe1,' which only 
words I have retained, becauſe I know not whether he heck 
means, that the manuſcript has only various readings, or ed by 
the ſixteen chapters themſelves *5*. The deſcription d TH 
Wetſtein is agreeable to the latter acceptation, but he =Y 
has not mentioned whether Mill's account be accurate, we 
from which alone he ſeems to have borrowed his om mne 
go. Colbertinus 6083, likewiſe noted by Mill Cold, "a 
4*. who unites it with the preceding“, but diſtin- is 
guiſhed by Wetſtein, who has marked it For 3. Be 
Both of them deſcribe it as containing various rea ng ud E 
of the remaining chapters of St. Matthew, and the - rea) 
firſt chapters, with the half of the ſeventh, of St. oy 5 
| Goſpel. Their deſcription ſeems to imply that . its har 
merely various readings, but it is probable that it n die 
55 | | | the ele 
* This manuſcript is underftood by Mill when he quotes Cold. 4. fo manuſc 
WD. _ of Kay's are, . and Wetſtein is ay Ide 
error in calling it Cod. 30, for his Cod. 3o has only the ſixteen 150 IS, ar 
ters of St. Matthew iss. The reading js remarkable, as it is pech % eight 


dus manuſcript, and entirely alters the ſenſe, but it has the 2p 
rr | 


\ 
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lection of readings, which was mad _ 
communicated by Allix. But pr po and | 
executed the taſk in a very ſuperficial ee f fre Ev: 
bach mentions in his Symbolæ, p. clxviii er * ( 
diſcovered in the 18 firſt chapters of St Marth 1. . 
the laſt- mentioned manuſcript, above 200 * wh 2 I 
2 3 importance, that ee 1 and 
entirely omitted. The manuſcri ire 
be e anew. eee e be 
3. The twelve following Codices Colbertini en 
ſimply Lectionaria of the four G 1 Rev 
collated in 1715. x ns which Weak pe. 
; Colbertinus 2 noted 1 among Wetſtein's Evange- Be 
liſtaria, who refers it to the ninth century, but other 8 aim 
tics aſcribe to it a greater antiquity. f ; 3 
94. Colbertinus 2215, noted 2 among Wetſtein's "ln 
Evangeliſtaria, 1s at preſent incomplete. 2 
5. Colbertinus 614, noted 7 among Wetltem' * 
Evangeliſtaria, was written in the thirteenth century a 
96. Colbertinus 648, noted 8 among Wetſtein' . 
Evangeliſtaria, a manuſcript of the fourteenth centun. b = 
97. Colbertinus 681, noted 9 among Wetſtein Ra 
Evangeliſtaria, is defective, and in particular the por. p. 85= 
. tions of ſcripture, appointed to be read on the feſtivals ap; 
are wanting. 5 2025 
8. Colbertinus 721, noted 10 among Wetſtein 3 
Exangeliſtaria, is ſtill more imperfect. Þ 55 
9. Colbertinus 1265, noted 11 among Wetitei's tin 5 
Evangeliſtaria, appears to have been a part of the pre- 15 
ceding. . | SY 
100. Colbertinus 824, noted 12 among Wetein' Perle 
Evangeliſtaria, is defective in the beginning. of th - 
101. Colbertinus 1241, noted 13 among Wetſtein's Mi: be a 
Evangeliſtaria; many leaves are wanting. have . 
102. Colbertinus 1282, noted 14 among Wetſtein ed! 
Evangeliſtaria. | Ek OS 
103. Colbertinus 1824, noted 15 among Wetſte ft 
Evangeliſtaria. | | . fe 


104. Ci 


srer. I. MSS. of the Greek Teftament. | 25 5 


104. Colbertinus 2465, noted 16 among Wetfſtein's 

Erangeliſtaria. 8 | 

Colbertinus 3149 will be deſcribed under the title 
Codex Cyprus. a 

105. Corſendoncenſis, noted 3 in the firſt, ſecond, 

and third parts of Wetſtein's N. T. The name was 

given it by Eraſmus, who uſed it in his ſecond edition of 
the Greek Teſtament, when it belonged to the Collegium 

Corſendoncenſe ***. With exception to the book of 
Revelation, it contains the whole New Teſtament : and 
appears to have been written in the twelfth century. 

The tranſcriber has ſhewn great 1gnorance in his manner 
of inſerting marginal notes into the text, for he has 
written, 2 Cor. viii. 4. JefaoJai Eg, © WAA TwV d- 
nyeaPuy urg evenra, I u N nmrIoapes ©, Wetſtein 
likewiſe contends that the text has been ſometimes al- 
tered from the Latin. It was collated by Walker **4, 


lt is at preſent in the imperial library at Vienna, whither 
t was brought from that of Prince Eugene, is noted 
Auctarii 15, and 1s deſcribed in Treſchow's Tentamen, 
p.85—89 8s. Ly 

106. Cottonianus, is marked in the Cotton library 


contains only the following fragments, Matth. x xvi. 57 
bs. xxvit. 26—34. John xiv. 2—10. xv. 15—22. 


ad in ſeveral places has corrections: Wetſtein collated 
tin 191570, 


Velpaſianus B. XVIII. in the ſecond and third parts of 
Wetſtein's N. T. Lectionarium 2, contains the portions 
af the Acts of the Apoſtles, and of the Epiſtles, appointed 
0 be read throughout the whole year, and is ſaid to 
ave been written in the eleventh century. Caſley col- 
«it in 1735, and Wetſtein inſerted his extracts. 

108. John Covell, Profeſſor of Divinity in the Uni- 


1 following manuſcripts, which were collated by 


Covellianus 


28 wo 1 3 2 Ma, * 


Poe 


whoſe extracts were inſerted in Wetſtein's collection. 


| 
: . 
2 
3x5 
TY 
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Ti. C. 15. and in Wetſtein's firſt part Codex I; it 


107. Cottonianus, ranked in the Cotton library under 


ſity of Cambridge, brought with him from the Eaſt 
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Covellianus 1, noted 65 in the firſt part of Wetſtein wh 
N. T., contains the four Goſpels “. nd t 
109. Covellianus 2, noted 31 in the ſecond part of anti 
Wetſtein's N. T., in the third 25, in the fourth ), 5 id 
manuſcript of the Acts, Epiſtles, and Revelation, wri. dn 
ten in the year 1087. It has ſeveral very extract. 113 
nary readings, for inſtance WA%rn av pwr Ivy Ovoes, I Pet, Il pa 
13. The Syriac tranſlator has here El aan , th, b 
omnibus hominibus, whence it appears that vor; is a Sim 
mere ſcholion for xr. IIve una inſtead of Xu, tract 
1 John it. 27. which this manuſcript has in comma enter 
with the Coptic and Ethiopic verſions, is an evident jough 
ſcholion, for Wetſtein quotes xgiopa ro mes **?, From L Tt 
theſe examples, it appears that the manuſcript is of no uch tl 
great value. | PR 5 gienſi 
110. Covellianus 3, noted 32 in the ſecond part of be, 
Wetſtein's N. T., in the third 26, has the Accs of the jectior 
Apoſtles, beginning with ch. i. 11. with all the Epi: If no 2 
tles, and was ſuppoſed by Mill to be 500 years old. el 
Rom. Xi. 33- it has Q BD where ooÞrag, without the be aſer 


x4, an omiſſion peculiar to this manuſcript, the Sanger- te h 
manenſis, and the Vulgate. It may be aſked therefore, | 
whether it belongs to the Weſtern edition, and whether WAP man 
it has more readings of this kind. | | 
111. Covellianus 4, noted 33 in ſecond part of Wet 
ſtein's N. T., in the third 27, contains the Acts and 
Epiſtles, but is written in a modern hand“. 
112. Covellianus 5, called likewiſe Sinaiticus, be. . D 
cauſe Covell brought it from mount Sinai, noted 34 in 
the ſecond part of Wetſtein's N. T., in the third 28, | 
and in the fourth 8, contains the Acts, Epiſtles, and eden 
Revelation; but it has been injured, and rendered ile- dens 
| gible? in very many places, by the dampneſs of the place ** 
| | a Eu 
17 This is the caſe in 1 John v. 7, 8. But Woide has with great dit 
ficulty diſcovered the following words and letters : — + +++ 97 | by Wa 
hs a 0 17 646 %%. Hague | 
ne To vdwe XL TO π » © © eig £65 TO « » « agree 


$<+ + WY « » + + Yours . and ſays 1 John v. 7. is undoubtedly — M. II 
which is likewiſe confirmed by Mill: but the legible paſſages 09g" 
carefully to be diſtinguiſhed from the illegible. 


el. VI. MSS. of the Greek Teſtament. 2 57 


which it had been kept. It begins with Accs i. 20, 
nd the laſt lines of the book of Revelation are likewiſe 
anting. It is preſerved, as I have been informed by 
oide, in the Britiſh Muſeum, in the Harleian library, 
d noted Ne 5778. : 
113. Cyprius, or Colbertinus 5149, noted K in the 
part of Wetſtein's N. T., is a copy of the four Goſ- 
ds, brought from the. iſland of Cyprus, and referred 
7 Simon to the tenth century. He collated it, and his 
tracts were inſerted in Mill's edition. According to 
aſtein, it is a latinizing manuſcript, but this charge, 
ough laid to fo many by that critic, is ſeldom ground- 
| The very ancient reading, ovx aveCamo, John vii. 8. 
ich this manuſcript has in common with the Canta- 
gienſis, and which in later manuſcripts is altered to ovrw 
Faw, becauſe Porphyry had uſed it as a ground of 
jection, deſerves particular attention, and is undoubt- 
y no alteration from the Latin, becauſe it is found in 
ral Moſcow manuſcripts, quoted by Matthäi, but 
ee aſcribed to the high antiquity of theſe manuſcripts, 
the honeſty of the trinſcribers, who ventured not to 
7 the text, in order to avoid the ridicule of Porphyry. 
us manuſcript appears to me to be of great value, and 
ih that we had more accurate extracts from it. A 
mile of its characters, engraved in copper-plate, 
de ſeen in Blanchini Evangeliarium quadruplex, 
p. 492. pl. 30. from that page. 
14. Douzz, noted 79 in the firſt part of Wetſtein's 
L., a Greek-Latin manuſcript of the four Goſpels, 
bis quoted in the eighth chapter of St. John, on 


dence of Gomarus. 

vreldenſis, ſee Lœſcherianus. | 

blinenſis vi, ſee Montfortianus. 

5. Eubeſwaldianus, noted 100 in the firſt part of 
fei s N. T., is a copy of the Goſpels, which for- 
ly belonged to Baron Paul of Eubeſwald, and was 
DL Wagenſel :.2 reading has been taken from it 
D vill. 6. 5 | 

6. Ebrerianus, noted 105 in the firſt part of Wet- 
. II. R - 1 
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ſtein's N. T., is a very neat manuſcript of the New Tel 
tament, excepting the book of Revelation, formerly in 
the poſſeſſion of Hieronymus William Ebner of Eſchen. 
bach at Nuremberg, who intended to publiſh it, wit 
the various readings of fix other manuſcripts, but di 
not execute his deſign. Schoenleben has deſcribed it 
in 1738, in his Notitia codicis N. T. mſcr. quem fern 
Hier. Guil. Ebner ab Eſchenbach. Wetſtein, though 
he has admitted it into his catalogue, has made uſe df 
it only in the eighth chapter of St. John: in other f 
ſpects it belongs properly, as well as ſeveral of the pr. 
ceding, to the claſs of uncollated manuſcripts. Accord: 
ing to a ſubſcription at the end of the epiſtle to th 
Hebrews, it was written in the year 1391. 
117. Epheſius, noted 71 in the firſt part of We 
ſtein's N. T., a manufcript of the Goſpels written in th 
year 1166, and formerly in poſſeſſion of a biſhop 
Epheſus, whence it has taken its name. It is at preſet 
in the Archbiſhop's library at Lambeth, to which it w 
preſented by Trahern, together with the extracts ug 
he had made from it. Theſe were inſerted by Mull 
his collection of readings. 

118. Codex Ephremi, or Codex Regius 1905, noted 
the Catalogue of MSS. in the royal library in Pars 
and in all the four parts of Wetſtein's Greek Teſtame 

by the letter C. Grieſbach has: very particularly 
ſcribed it in his Symbolz, p. iii—fliv. It is unten 
vellum, and is of very high antiquity. The firſt pat 
it contains ſeveral Greek works of Ephrem the 
written over ſome more ancient writings, which had 
eraſed, though the traces are {till viſible, and in 3 
places legible. Theſe more ancient writings nete 
whole Greek Bible. According to Wetſtein, th q 
Teſtament has the following chaims : Match. ! 
vii, 5. XVIt, 2 —Xvili, 28. Xxli, 21— T XU I: : 
IO0—45. XXV, ZO—XXV1, 22. XXVll, 11—40. f 
15—Mark 1, 17. vi, zz —vili, 15. Xu, 30-2 
Luke ii, 6—42. iii, 21—iv, 25. vi, 4-36 %, 
Vill, 28, xli, 4—XIX, 42. XX, 28—XX1, 20. * 
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xiii, 25. XXIV, 7-—45- John i, 42—w11, 32. v, 17— 
vi, 37. Vt, z vill, 34. ix, 11— xi, 7. xi, Xin, 8. 
Ir, $—XV1, 21. Xviii, 36—xx, 25. Acts iv, 3—v, 
44. X, 43—Xill, 1. Xvi, Z6—XX, 10. XXI, 31I— xxl, 
20. XXilt, 1$—XXIV, 14. Xxxvi, 20—XXV11, 16. xXxvili, 
o the end. James iv, 3. to the end. 1 Peter iv, 5. 
o the end. 1 John iv, 3. to the end. Rom. ii, 5— 
, 21. ix, 6—X, 14. xi, 31—xXili, 10. 1 Cor. vii, 18— 
6. xi11, 8—xv, 40. 2 Cor. x, 9— Gal. 1, 20. Eph. 1 
5 18. iv, 17 Phil. i, 22. iii, 5. to the end. 1 Thell. 
50—leb. 11, 4. vii, 26—1X, 15. X, 24—X1, 15. 1 Tim. 
lt, 9. v. 20. to the end. Revel. iii, 20—v, 14. Vli. 
, 16. xvi, IA—xXvili, 2. xix, Io. to the end. Be- 
le theſe chaſms, it is in many places illegible, and 
neſbach therefore very properly obſerves, that we ought 
t immediately to conclude, that it coincides with the 
mmon reading, where Wetſtein has not quoted it 
bong the various readings. We may preſume that 
de manuſcripts are very ancient, in which an old text 
been eraſed to make room for a new, and Wetſtein 
mends that this was written before the year 542, 
ugh his arguments are not wholly deciſive. Its read- 
y like thoſe of all other very ancient manuſcripts, 
In favour of the Latin, but no proof can be given 
t this has been corrupted from the Latin verſion. 
es for eg dN eic, Mark xiv. 19. has more the ap- 
ance of a ſcholion, for ſcholia are diſcoverable even 
le moſt ancient manuſcripts v. It has been altered 
i critical corrector, who, according to Grieſbach, 
are lived many years after the time in which the 
ſcript was written, and has probably eraſed many 
e ancient readings. | | | 
ter was the firſt who procured extracts from it, 
be inſerted them in his edition of Mill's Greek Teſ- 
at. Wetſtein has repeatedly callated it with very 
<Uuracy, and the numerous readings, which he 
Jaoted from it, greatly enhance the value of his edi- 
He ſays himſelf, that he was unable to read many 
| patlages, and that on a new examination, by the 
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help of good eyes, freſh diſcoveries might be made; but | 
Grieſbach, p. vi, vu. of his Symbolæ, has giwen the 4 
higheſt commendation, not only of Wetſtein's fidelity In 
and accuracy, but likewiſe of his clearſightedneſs. The ; in 
ſtate in which Dr. Leſs found this manuſcript in 1775 = 
it being at that time ftill leſs legible than it ſeems to 0 ; 
have been in the time of Wetſtein, is deſcribed in the 4 
Orient. Bibl. Vol. IX. p. 142— 144. and the accounts he 
wen by Woide and Grieſbach, both of whom differ "ey 

; oy Leſs, relative to what is legible, or rather illegible 5 
1 Tim. 111. 16. may be ſeen in the fame work, Vol. VII Toy 


P. 138—141. and Vol. X. p. 36—57 „. It is tobe 
ſincerely lamented that the manuſcript 1s ſo faded, bu 
its loſs would be in ſome meaſure ſupplied, if we wen 
certain that ſome other manuſcript now extant were 
copy of it. It is the wiſh of Grieſbach, that ſo mud 
of it as is ſtill legible might be printed letter for letter" 

Codex Jacobi Fabri Daventrienfis, fee Wolfianus. 

Jacobus Faber Stapulenſis, in his commentary on 
Paul's epiſtles, publiſhed at Paris in 1512, has ſom 
times appealed to certain Greek manuſcripts, wid 
Wetſtein, in the ſecond part of his N. T. has noted! 


an itine 
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the figure 13. 
I ij Felchii I, noted 92 in the firſt part of We 
ſtein's N. T., in the third 49, takes its name from d 
proprietor, Andrew Fæſch, Secretary in Baſel. It ce 
tains the Goſpel of St. Mark, with explanatory i | 
on the catholic epiſtles, and has been collated by We 
ſtein. | | W 
120. Fæſchii 2, noted 94 in the firſt part of M 
ſtein's N. T., contains ſeveral commentaries * 
Goſpels of St. Mark, and St. Luke; Wetſtein ui 
in his edition of the Greek Teſtament. w 
121. Florentinus, noted 107 in the firſt part * 
ſtein's N. T., contains the whole of the Nev 1 
ment, except the Revelation, and was e 4 
fourteenth century. It belongs properly to © * 
uncollated manuſcripts, but I am obliged to 11 
here, becauſe Wetſtein has admitted it into dt 


6 ; uoted 
logue, on account of two readings, which he d 
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the firſt part, and from which he appeals to Joh. Lami 
de eruditione apoſtolorum, Florentiæ 1738, p. 218. 

122. Florentinum lectionarium, containing leffons 
tom the Goſpels and Acts, noted Lect. 4 in the third 
part of Wetſtein's N. T., has never been collated, but 
only examined for the reading 1 John v. 7 “8. c 
123. Thomæ Gale, noted 66 in the firſt part of Wer- 
fein's N. T., contains the four Golpels, and was col- 


ied by Mill. ; 
— 124. Gehlianus, noted 89 in the firſt part of Wet- 


eins N. T., is a manuſcript of the four Goſpels, writ- 
ten in 1106. Gehle, who died a few years ago, maſter 
ofthe grammar ſchool at-Stade, received it when tutor 
n the Hanſtein family, as a preſent from one Paraſceuas, 
a itinerant Greek, whom he calls in the preface, not by 
his real name, but by the name, which Paraſceuas had 
ufumed in ſeveral pamphlets relative to the Wolfian 
liputes, Damianus Sinopeus, as being a native of Si- 


0 oe in Afia Minor. The readings of this manuſcript 
wy ere publiſhed by Gehle in 1729, in a ſmall pamphlet 
wr uf three ſheets, with the following title: Auguſtini Ga- 


nels Gehl1i codex evangeliorum MS. in lucem pro- 
latus, from which Bengel took his extracts, omitting 
nly what appeared to be unimportant ; and Wetſtein 
borrowed from Bengel!“ . It was purchaſed of the 
leis of the proprietor in 1773, for the Univerſity library 
It Göttingen, and may therefore be properly termed 
ctungenſis 1, but J have retained the name, under 
lich it is generally known. ET 

125. Genevenfis 1, noted 35 in the ſecond part of 
etſtein's N. T., in the third 29, is a very neatly writ- 
en manuſcript of the Acts and Epiſtles. Its readings 
Fre nferted in Mill's collection. Wetſtein relates that 
Ke law it in the years 1714 and 1716, but he has not 
mentioned where, nor whether he has collated it. 

| 126. Genevenſis 2, noted 75 in the firſt part of Wet- 
ntl (ns N. T., is a manuſcript of the four Goſpels, 
moupht from Conſtantinople, of which Wetſtein ſays, 
Pat he aw it in 1714. 


N 3 127. Geno- 


4 
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I27. Genovefenſis, or Codex bibli BE Tem 
veiz Pariſiis, a manuſcript of the "gr 1 1 . I 
in 1284, collated by Grieſbach, and deſcribe in ul ** 
Symbolz, p. ccxxiii. He has marked it Codex in Ul ov 
128. Guelpherbytanus A, contains fragments f t : 
four Goſpels, written on vellum, which were e d n Epi 
the eighth or ninth century, in order to 2 aps r dt. 
works of Ifidorus Hiſpalenſis. Knittel, who ay = i 
manuſcript to the ſixth century, has at the OY tent] 
Ulphilæ verſio Gothica nonnullorum capitum e in K ge 
ad Romanos, &c. publiſhed in 1963, printed thel * : 
ments, given a critical deſcription of them, and 000 * 
extracts of their various readings; but as the have b ©; 
hitherto inſerted in no critical edition of the Gre » 
Teftament*??, they may be written as marginal notesin 3% 
Wetſtein. They amount to 203, (including thoſe which * 
are manifeſt errata) among which Knittel reckons 100 
peculiar to this manuſcript, though ſome of hy [ha 
again are errata, and 3 which are found only in ancient mA 
verſions. One of the moſt remarkable is ov paxpay, Luke ng 
XV. 20. but even this appears to me to be as =, 
129. Guelpherbytanus B, a manuſcript containing "| 
fragments of St. Luke and St. John, likewiſe publiſhed 15 
and deſcribed by Knittel in the above-mentioned work Tag 
and referred by him to the ſixth century ** : this manu- "x 
ſcript had likewiſe been eraſed, in order to make room "5 
for the works of Ifidorus Hiſpalenſis. Knittel has es r 
tracted from it 117 readings, 25 of which it alone con Fe 
tains, and it has 3 in common with ancient verſions 13 
but many of them are without doubt orthographic Ki = 
errors. The moſt remarkable in my opinion is ug q N 
Tadovn d ο, Luke xx. 39. for it entirely alters the ſenſe 80 
and repreſents ſome of the Sadducees as convinced b an an 
Chriſt of the Reſurrection of the Dead. But the oni * N 
ſion of era t, Luke xxiii. 42. which is peculiar te 3 
chis manuſcript, has the appearance of a correction "wer 
made to avoid a difficulty in the conſtruction. ns : 
Nothing can equal the diligence, which the learnt * : 
editor has beſtowed on theſe two manuſcripts, and d "ae 


remalk3 
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remarks, which he has made, are well worthy of our at- 
tention. But if all fragments, and manuſcripts, were 
treated in the ſame copious manner, our critical libraries 
would be ſwelled to an enormous ſize. 

130. Guelpherbytanus C, contains the Acts, and the 


II. 


ne. 
ten 
ING 


l 


the Epiſtles with marginal readings, and the Revelation of 
Un St. John. It has been collated and deſcribed by Knit- 
eral tel, who is of opinion that it is more modern than the 
this tenth, but more ancient than the fourteenth century, 
tus and written by one Georgius, a monk. 

fole The firſt part, which contains the Acts and the Epiſ- 
100 tles, is deſcribed by Knittel“, in his New Criticiſms 


on 1 John v. 7. publiſhed at Brunſwick 1785, p. 111— 
126. and very complete extracts of its readings are given 
p. 180—320. The latter part, which contains the Re- 
relation, 1s deſcribed in his. Materials for criticiſm on 
the Revelation of St. John ***, publiſhed in 1773, and 
[ have likewiſe given ſome account of it in the Orient. 
Bibl. Vol. VIII. p. 155—161. In the book of Reve: 
lation, it has thoſe readings which are harſh and unclaſ- 
fal, a circumſtance in favour of this manuſcript, read- 


been 
reek 
es In 


ich 


8 93 
thele 
cient 


Luke 


a Ings which Wetſtein generally preferred, though he had 
* never ſeen the MS. The Complutum edition!“ very fre- 
* quently agrees with it, and it has a new, and very re- 
*. markable reading, Rev. IX. 14, 15. which I have men- 
* toned in the Orient. Bibl. and which I ſhould prefer, 


35 ex 
e con 
ſions 


phic 


it were ratified by th thority of impart! 
endence 5, 7 TEE NYT * HOO ae 8 

131. Guelpherbytanus D, a manuſcript of the firſt 
epiſtle of St. John. Under the Greek text is written, 
. The tranſlation of Caſtalio. 2. The Latin tranſla- 


'5 don of the Syriac text. 3. The Vul | 

> ſenle Nulli 71 ext. 3. The Vulgate. 4. The 
ed by are INS f raſmus, Vatablus, and Beza. It was 
0 3 5 e ſeventeenth century, and is deſcribed in 
ar tt wa 5 New Criticiſms on I John v. 7. P. 1 16 1731: 
ect wle it has that text. This is ſuch modern evidence, 


th f 222 * » . . © 

ny wr opinion it is entitled neither to a collation, 
* 5 eſcription, but 1 John v. 7. is with many {ſo 
þ re a paſſage, that no trouble beſtowed on it is 
ought too great, | 2 5 


learnec 
nd th 
emarks 


R 4 | 122, Euel- 
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132. Guelpherbytanus E, a manuſcript of the eleventh 
century, containing the four Goſpels. Heuſinger has 
given a literary deſcription of it, in a ſmall work, entit. 


led, De quatuor evangeliorum codice Græco quem an. N. 
tiqua manu in membrana ſcriptum Guelpherbytana b. 2 
bliotheca ſervat, but Knittel has critically deſcribed i fimou 
in his New Criticiſms, p. 363—3g98. and has added: van de 
reimpreſſion of Heuſinger's pamphlet: he has likewik this n 
given complete extracts from it, and intends to prin Altec 
the manuſcript itſelf, as it has many remarkable and leaſt f 
peculiar readings. See the New Orient. Bibl. Vol. U. Fariour 
Nga. P. | 137 
Goettingenſis 1, ſee Gehlianus: N. T., 
133. Goettingenſis 2, formerly Miſſyanus AA, ot Gus ha 
Miſſyanus 1635, is a Lectionarium of the Acts and the would. 
Epiſtles, which once belonged to Ceſar de Miſſy, but not W. 
was purchaſed after his death by the celebrated navi. fame w 
gator Forſter, and preſented to the Univerſity library in 138. 
Gottingen. In the eleventh volume of the Orient. Bibl. eins 
I have deſcribed it, and produced ſeveral of its readings. relative 
The late de Miſſy left a very complete, and almoſt ſuper- Your of 
fluous collection of its readings ; his papers during ſome t has | 
time were in my poſſeſſion, but I know not where they ia co 
are at preſent. Matthäi has given extracts from it, im. cn re 
mediately after the epiſtles to the Theſſalonians, and « om th, 
fac ſimile of its characters, Ne 5. of the copper - plus er 12, 
annexed to the book of Revelation. h nent, e. 
134. Gonvilli et Caii, noted 59 in the firſt part d e At 
Wetſtein's N. T., is a manuſcript of the Goſpels, be. t of . 
longing to Caius College in Cambridge, extracts fron ich the 
which were firſt printed in the London Polyglot. Thele be Law 
were inſerted in Mill's edition r; whether Wetften th the 
collated it I am unable to determine, for he fays on, Med | 
that he ſaw it in 1716. | : further 
13s. Henrici Googe, noted in Mill Go, in the fir 6 
part of Wetſtein's N. T. Codex 62, is a manuſcript 4 139. ] 
the four Goſpels, formerly in the poſſeſſion of Hen ich ye 
Googe of Cambridge: its readings were firſt pins 140. 
the London Polyglot, and thence transferred to the ed: s from 
tions of Mill and Wetſtein. Where it is at JR 2 lcripts 
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ſerved is not known, but Wetſtein ſuppoſes it to be the 


Gme with Uſſerit primus. 


136. Grævil, noted 80 in the firſt part of Wetſtein's 
N. T., is a manuſcript of the four Goſpels, written in 
the eleventh century, formerly in the poſſeſſion of the 
famous Grevius, and afterwards the property of John 
van der Hagen. Wetſtein ſays, that Bynzus collated 
this manuſcript in 1691, and though he has no where 
related that he procured theſe extracts, yet we muſt at 
kat ſuppoſe ſo, ſince he has quoted his Codex 80 on 
various occaſions. | 
137. Gravii, noted 93 in the firſt part of Wetſtein's 
N. F., is a manuſcript of the four Goſpels, which Voſ- 
ſus has quoted in the genealogy of Chriſt, Luke iii. It 
would not be entitled to a place in this catalogue, had 
not Wetſtein introduced it, and ſuppoſed it to be the 
lame with Uſſerii primus“. 

138. Havnienſis 1, noted 57 in the third part of Wet- 
ſen's N. T., was formerly celebrated in the diſpute 
tative to 1 John v. 7. and is quoted by Bengel, in fa- 
Jour of the omiſſion of that verſe. Since that time, 
It has been deſcribed by Profeſſor Henſler, in his No- 
tua codicum N. T. Græcorum qui Havaniæ in biblio- 
nec regia adſervantur, who has given complete extracts 
tom the Acts, and the Epiſtles. It was written in the 
Jar 1278, and contains the whole of the New Teſta- 
nent, except the Revelation, in the following order, 
e Adts, epiſtles of St. Paul, the catholic epiſtles, and 
ut of all the Goſpels, in which arrangement it agrees 
th the Codex Reuchlinianus, deſcribed Ne 38, and 
e Laudanus 2. It is remarkable for its coincidence 
th the Complutum edition, even in readings that are 


alited by no other genuine manuſcript. I have given 


_ account of it in the Orient. Bibl. Vol. XXIII. s 
1 Havnienſis 2, a manuſcript of the Goſpels, 
a very frequently harmonizes with the Leiceſtrenſis. 
{A Havnienſis 3, a Lectionarium, containing leſ- 
uſer Us Goſpels and Epiſtles. Theſe two laſt ma- 

PG are deſcribed in Henfler's Notitia codicum 
Havnienſium, 
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Havnienſium, and examples given of their reading 
which the author intends to publiſh : otherwiſe the 
would not be entitled to a place in this catalogue. | 

141. Hal. in Grieſbach Codex 61 *, a manuſcript (cry 
of which we have at preſent no knowledge, but Milly a 
written ſeveral extracts from it, in the margin of his om Wit 
copy of his Greek Teſtament ***, which is ſtill preſent perl 
in the Bodleian library. Several of them have be 
printed by Grieſbach, in his Symbolæ Criticæ, p. 24;- 
304. The MS. muſt have contained all the epiſtle” Hum 
142—146. The five following Codices Harleiai, 
from which Grieſbach, in his Greek Teſtament, be 
given various readings, and alſo in his Symbolz, unde bach 
the title Spicilegium lectionum variantium, are delcribef 
in the firſt volume of the latter, p. clxxxx1. and folloy- Kegh 
ing pages | 

142. Harlcianus 1810, preſerved in the Britiſh Mu. 
ſeum, in Grieſbach Codex 113, a manufcript written in n 
the tenth or eleventh century. He has accurately col 
lated the following parts, Mark xvi. Luke iti, 163 
viii, 15—39. xi, 1—24. John v, 1—v1, 46. vil, 5 
vill, 12. the remainder he has either not examined. d 
only curſorily. vu 

143. Harleianus 5540, Grieſbach's Codex 114, vt: 
ten in the thirteenth century. He has accurately co 
lated Matth. viii, ix, x, xi. leſs accurately the remain 
chapters of that Goſpel, with the Goſpel of St. Mark an 
St. Luke i—xix. John i—iv. the reſt he has not al 
lated. Grieſbach highly efteems this manuſcript, at 
refers it to the Weſtern edition. 

144. Harleianus 5559, in Grieſbach 115, 4 manu 
ſcript of the twelfth century. He has carefully ol 
Matth. viii—xviii. the remainder he has only can 
inſpected. It has a ſtriking affinitity with Wetten 
C. D. L. 1, 33. which are valuable manuſcripts, Ot 
the ſame time it has many peculiar readings, r. q 
peared to Grieſbach nothing more than bold bop 4 
145. Harleianus 5567, Grieſbach's ne 
ten with accuracy, that is, with few orthographici, 


4 I a Th 1 
rors, by the Emperor Theodoſius the Great, acc "Sr 
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to the ſubſcription, which no one however will implicitly 
believe, Grieſbach ſets no great value on this manu- 
{ript, and of the readings, which are peculiar to it, he 
ſas, luxurians ingenium librarii prodere videntur.” 
With reſpe& to his examination of it, he adds, totum 
recluſtravi, exceptis ultimis capitibus Joannis. 

146. Harleianus 5731, Grieſbach's Codex 117, con- 
tains the four Goſpels, with a fragment of a Lectiona- 
um of the epiſtles, belonged formerly to Bentley, and 
vas copied in the fourteenth century by a tranſcriber 
wholly ignorant of Greek, though, according to Grieſ- 
bach's opinion, from a more ancient manuſcript of 
ralve. It has great ſimilarity to the Cantabrigienſis, 


ſeveral readings that are wholly peculiar to itſelf, Grieſ- 


My bach collated Matth. i—xili. Luke m—vu. John i— 
* iv, and vil. ; he adds, that the whole deſerves to be 
| |. collated. : - ; 
* In the ſame library are preſerved ſix manuſcripts of 


the epiſtles, noted 5552, 5588, 5613, 5620, 5778, 
5796. One of them 5778, or Covel. 5, has been col- 
lated, and is deſcribed Ne 112 ; the reſt belong not to 
lis catalogue, as they have been never uſed. 

147. Hirſaugienſis , noted 97 in the firſt part of 
Wetſtein's N. T., a manuſcript of St. John's Goſpel, 
Kn "ten by one Nicolaus a monk, in the year 1 500“. 
dengel has collated it, and found its readings very fimi- 
it, a0 kr to thoſe of the Codex Trithemii. 

148. Huntingtonianus 1, noted 36 in the ſecond part 
* af Wetſtein's N. T., in the third 30, in the fourth q, 


ce manuſcript of the Acts, Epiſtles, and Revelation, 
ought from the Eaſt by Robert Huntington es. The 


b 


erfteln ning is defective as far as Acts xv. 19. The Acts 
„but % the Apoſtles, with the Epiſtles of St. James and St. 
wich i eier, and the two firſt of St. John, are ſaid to have 


oft den written by a ſomewhat later hand; but the re- 
6, wi ning books, namely the third epiſtle of St. John, 
ical the 
coordi * The date is not in Bengel, but in Wetſtein, who has quoted it as 


8 taken from Bengel. 


Regius 2244, and Colbertinus 2844, but has likewiſe 
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the epiſtle of St. Jude, the Revelation, and the epiſtles = 
of St. Paul, which have the laſt place, were eſtimated 
by Mill, who made extracts from this manuſcript, at 
the age of 700 years, on account of the ancient hand, 
and the characters. 

149. Huntingtonianus 2, noted 67 in the firſt par 
of Wetſtein's N. T., a manuſcript of the four Goſpels 
which ends with John vi. 24. Mill, who collated it, 
aſcribes to it an antiquity of 700 years, but it is at pre. 
ſent in a very bad ſtate of preſervation. 

150. Johnſonianus, noted 72 in the firſt part of Wet. 
ftein's N. T., a copy of the four Goſpels, and ſaid to 
have belonged to tlie monaſtery of Simeon Stilites. lt mh 
diſcovers 1ts country by the Egyptian names' of the 
months, which the tranſcriber has written in the mar- 
gin, to note the time, in which he ſuppoſed that this or 
that event had happened. Grieſbach has likewiſe di- 
covered ſeveral Arabic notes, and ſeveral various read- 
ings, in the Goſpels of St. Matthew and St. Mark, from 
the tranſcriber's own hand. He deſcribes it in the fit al U 
volume of his Symbolæ, p. clxxx1. and places it in the 
eleventh century. It is at preſent in the Britiſh Muſeum, 
and is there noted Harleianus 5647. Its moſt remark- 


able reading is verrn for exrn, John xix. 14. which er. the b 
cites no favourable opinion of its readings, as this 1s mi. 5 
nifeſtly a correction of the text, made in order to avoid be 

b 5 . the Sh 

_ a difficulty attending the explanation of the common part « 


text. 
Wetſtein collated this manuſcript in July 1731. He 


writes, Antequam in Angliam mitteretur anno 173! Wurz 
menſe Julio a T. Johnſon bibliopola mecum commune i 
catum contuli. Grieſbach, who commends the wn Mi 
racy of Wetſtein's collation, has himſelf made ſome al- n 

dit ions the f. 
: : : Or 

151 Laudanus 15, noted 9 in the firft part of Wet 
ſtein's N. T., contains the four Goſpels, and was p 1 = 
m 

| thoſe, W. 
d The following codices Laudani take their name from Archbiſhe in the pr 


: ich he 
Laud; who preſented them to the Univerſity of Oxford, of which N from the 


was Chancellor. 
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mated by Mill, who collated it, at the age of 700 years. 
Crieſbach has collated it {till more accurately, Mark 
5w—yii, Luke viii, and ix. It is defective from the be- 
ginning as far as Matth. ix. 36. allo xt, 3—2 4. xxv, 
20—32. Mark xiv, 40. to the end of the Golpel, and 
from John v, 8. to the end. 

152. Laudanus 2, noted 5 in the firſt part of Wet- 
tein's N. T., in the ſecond 38, in the third 32, con- 
uins the whole New Teſtament, except the book of 
| Revelation. Mill, who collated it, judged it to be 400 
years old: he found a great harmony between it and the 


1 Complutenſian Polyglot, or, as he expreſſes himſelf, in 
(0 conformity with his hypotheſis, the Codex Vaticanus, 
| which he ſays was faithfully copied in that edition of the 
he Bible. See Grieſbach's Symbolz, p. clxxii. Semler ſup- 
my poſes that the Complutum edition was printed from the 
Ka Laudanus 2, the leaves of which were afterwards bound 
Ul | falſe, whence aroſe the preſent extraordinary arrange- 
30 ment of the parts of this manuſcript, namely, the Acts, 
9 the Epiſtles of St. Paul, the catholic epiſtles, and laſt of 
ir all the Goſpels. But Grieſbach, who has very accu- 
the rely examined this point, relates that the arrangement 
= muſt have proceeded from the tranſcriber himſelf. The 
_ lame order is likewiſe obſerved in two other manuſcripts, 
T the Reuchlinianus, and Havnienſis 1. See Ne 138. 
1 153. Laudanus 3, noted in Fell's edition, printed in 
hs the Sheldon Theatre in 1675, Bodleianus 1, in the third 
met part of Wetſtein's N. T., Codex E, is a Greek-Latin 
" manuſcript of the Acts of the Apoſtles, in which the 
be Latin text 15 one of thoſe verſions, that differ from Je- 
4 rom s* edition. It is defective from chap. xxvi. 29. to 
1 Ill. 26. | NE 
* Mill and Wetſtein contend, that the Greek text of 
this manuſcript has been altered from the Latin, and in 
Wet the former editions of this Introduction I acceded to this 
* opinion, 


© In the former edition I had ſaid, that the Latin verſion was one of 
thoſe, which were in uſe before the time of Jerom. This I have altered 
in the preſent edition, becauſe the Latin appears to have been altered 
om the particular Greek text of this manuſcript. 


nbihoß 
uch be 
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opinion, to which I was induced by the very extraorg. 
nary circumſtance, that an interpolation-in the Latin, j 
in two different manuſcripts differently given in Greek, 
which therefore appears to be not original, but a trau. 
lation: namely, after pix, Acts iv. 32. in the Laudany; 
3, * 8% 1 Xweirpos £v auroic Tis, and in the Cantabrigj 
enſis x04 wx nv diaxpinis ev au vr, udewic, But Woide has fo 


| ably defended this paſſage, in his preface to the Coder 


Alexandrinus, $ 77 —80. that we muſt conclude the 
charge is ungrounded. For in the very quoted pal. 
ſage, the Latin text of the two manuſcripts is as diff. 
rent as the Greek, the Laudanus having et non ert 
ſeparatio in eis ulla, the Cantabrigienſis et non ert 
accuſatio in eis ulla, where there is a manifeſt error in 
the tranſlation of diangiν,ν, and it appears from Cyprian“ 
quotation, that even ſo early as that age, there was a 
third, and ſtill better tranſlation of this paſſage, nec fui 
inter illos diſcrimen ullum, as may be ſeen in Sabatier”, 
Though we admit therefore that the paſſage is ſpurious 
and an interpolation in the manuſcripts of the Weſtern 
edition, ariſing perhaps originally from a ſcholion, or 
marginal note, yet we muſt not infer that the Greek was 
taken from the Latin, but on the contrary, that the 
Latin was taken from the Greek. Woide has likewiſe 
obſerved other paſſages, to which the ſame remark 1s ap- 
phcable, for inſtance Acts xvii. 16. xaTeidwaov 804 n 


vou, circa ſimulachrum eſſe civitatem““. 


This induced me to make an accurate examination of 
the Acts of the Apoſtles in Greek and Latin, which 


Hearne printed from this manuſcript, and the reſult was 


a perfect conviction, that the Greek had not been al- 
tered from the Latin, but the Latin from the Greek. 
Ch. xv. 18. the Greek text of this manuſcript is 963 
ar aw; £54, the Latin nota a ſeculo EST Deo omni 
opera ejus, which is a notorious falſe concord : other 
Latin verſions have notum and opus in the fingular, 


Which were here corrected to nota and opera, but a 


permitted to remain, becauſe «£54 is in the Greek. 


Ix. 6. the Laud. 3, in conjunction with the other red 
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ſcripts, omits the following paſſage of our common 
printed text, which Eraſmus had interpolated from the 
Latin, oxAngev ob Wes KEVTEX AzxrTiCew. Teen ds xa 
gallen tre, Kugit Th fe VeAtis wong; Xx: o Kupios eos 
wr, But, ver. 4. immmediately after dioneis, this ma- 
muſcript alone, in imitation of the Syriac verſion, has 
oxAnpov 00k Weos KEVT EH AauxTiCew, and its Latin text has been 
altered accordingly to Saule, Saule, quid me perſequeris ? 
durum tibi eſt contra ſtimulum calcitrare. It is found 
in this manner in no other Latin manuſcript, a circum- 


fe- tance which ſhews that the Greek was not altered from 
rat the Latin, and if we ſuſpect any verſion, we mult ſuſpect 
nt the Syriac, which alone has this reading. Ch. x. 1. it 
0 omits, together with many other, not latinizing only, 
n's but even Moſcow manuſcripts, the fourth word m, which 
$2 renders more eaſy the connexion with ver. 3. ang de rig 
ut n Kaioapers ovopaaurt Ropunniog . . . exdev ev 06% pars. The 
. Latin text of this manuſcript has been altered agreeably 
us, to this reading, vir autem quidam in Cæſarea nomine 
ern Cornelius ... vidit viſum, whereas all other Latin ver- 
or fions have, vir autem quidam ERAT in Cæſarea . . IS 
Was udit in viſu. Whoever would examine a very remark- 
the ak contraſt between our common printed text, which 
wiſe has really been corrupted from the Latin, and the falſe- 
ap- h. accuſed Codices Græco-“Latini, may refer to Acts x. 6. 
TY where oro AZANCEL Cor, Ti os del Tote 15 nothing more than 

a Greek tranſlation, which Eraſmus himſelf made from 
n of the Latin, and this interpolation, though found in not 
hich a ſingle Greek manuſcript, has been transferred to our 
was modern editions. But the Codex Laud. 3, and Canta- 
al brigenſis, in conformity to their Greek text, have omitted 
eck. the Latin reading, hic dicet tibi quid te oporteat facere. 
ws 1 * following is an example of a different kind, the 
* * text differing from the Latin, with which 1t is ac- 
05 | mpanied, and therefore not corrected from it. Ch. ul, 
> 9. its Latin text, in conjunction with the Vulgate, is 


6 . . 
3 venerint tempora,” which would be expreſſed 
N Greek ore av NN! ai, Whereas the text of the 


Cod. 
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Cod. Laud. 3, agreeably to the common reading, is oy 


av £\Ywer, ut veniant *??, 

I have mentioned above, that there is an extraordinary 
coincidence between this manuſcript, and the Syriac ver. 
ſion, and even in the Curæ in Act. Ap. Syriacos, p. 192. 
I had obſerved eight readings, in which this verſion agtes 
with the Laud. 3 alone, namely iv. 24. v. 21. vi. 24. 
Xll. 14. Xl. 29. 34. XIV. 3. XVIL 15. and five in which 
it agrees with this, and only one or two other many- 
ſeripts, namely, xiii. 43. XVI 20. xxi. 27. XXii. ö. xxi 
4. To thoſe examples I will add chap. xvii. 10. where 
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the reading of all other manuſcripts is «hz, but the py t 
Cod. Laud. 3 biene“; in conformity to the Syria ole! 
e, where it may at the ſame time be obſerved, that MIt We 
its Latin text, on the contrary, has abierunt. = Ve 
We might therefore, with more appearance of reaſon, in on 
ſuſpect that the Laudanus 3, as I obſerved of the Cu- un 
tabrigienſis, has been altered from the Syriac : but eren - 
3 is not only highly improbable in itſelf, bu MET die 
admits a complete confutation from this manuſcript i- n =o 
felf, in which difficult conſtructions are removed, in 2 x 
manner totally different from that, which we find in the I 
Syriac verſion. Acts x. 1, 2, 3. the Laudanus 3 omi WW by eg 
, in conjunction with many other manuſcripts, but the "nm; . 
Syriac retains wv, which is in the firſt verſe, and adds ha % . 
in the third, fo that the Syriac text h. bo, coincides {omg 
with the Vulgate, IS vidit. Ch. xvi. 37. wgos aur, m b imp 
the plural created a difficulty, becauſe it was ſuppoſed . a 
to refer to d PD; the Syriac tranflator therefore ED 
rendered it by the ſingular, as if it were wess aum, * 
whereas the writer of the Laudanus 3 has entirely omi- 3 
ted the expreſſion. | 5 0 
Weiſtein conjectures, from an edict of a re” ' 4275 
prince, Flavius Pancratius, written at the end of : l * 
manuſcript, and from ſeveral other circumſtances, : "Ta 
it was written in Sardinia in the ſeventh century; * every 
the conjecture devoid of probability. A couple we i | Bade + 
from this manuſcript, in which is the title dou; = _ an © 
may be ſeen in the copper plate prefixed to os cs Ws be 


o. II, 
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Preface to the Codex Alexandrinus; and the learned 
editor obſerves, that the letters in this edict are different 
from the manuſcript itſelf, which appears alſo from com- 
aring the ſpecimen in the above-mentioned copper 
plate, with that which repreſents the characters of the 
manuſcript prefixed to Hearne's edition? . The. edict 
written in a more current hand, and the manuſcript 
therefore more ancient than this dux Sardiniæ. It 
as afterwards brought to England, where it ſtill re- 
mains. Mill has obſerved, that it reſembles the manu- 
ipt, from which Bede borrowed the readings, which he 
otes in his Expoſitioa Actuum Apoſtolorum retractata; 
ut Wetſtein goes a ſtep further, and contends that it 
the very ſame which Bede uſed, and of which he writes 


t minus poſita vidimus, breviter commemorare cura- 
Wn. Quz utrum neghgentia interpretis omiſſa, vel 
ter dicta, an incuria librariorum ſint depravata, five re- 
nondum ſcire potuimus. Namque Grecum exem- 
r fuiſſe falſatum ſuſpicari non audeo: unde lectorem 
Imoneo, ut hæc, ubicumque fecerimus, gratia erudi- 
ds legat, non in ſuo tamen volumine quaſi emendator 


pr frat, niſi forte ea in latino codice ſuæ editionis ſic 
* aquitus interpretata repererit. Now this paſſage ap- 
108 as unfavourable to Wetſtein's conjecture ; for if Bede 
* { been in poſſeſſion of this Greek-Latin manuſcript, 
wo s improbable that he would have repreſented the 
ofore & readings as being in oppoſition to the Latin, or 
= * expreſſed an uncertain conjecture, that ſimilar tran- 
* uons might hereafter be found in the Latin. But on 


other hand, Wetſtein found in this manuſcript all 
ran eventy-four readings quoted by Bede, of which Acts 
c this / particularly to be remarked, as being a ſtrong 

frmation of Wetſtein's bypotheſis, though he him- 


1 as not particularly noted it. The Laud. 3, is one 
* lines rer) tew Greek manuſcripts, which have this verſe, 

de found it in the Greek text of his manuſcript ; 
[o1de's cala tranſlatio juxta Græcum exemplar aliquot ver- 


preface In 8 ubi ſeriptum eſt, & c. His manuſcript 
| It ps 


follows : quzdam, quæ in Greco, five aliter, five plus, 
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to the end, Rev. xxi. I. to the end. Mill has obſerved 
that it has many peculiar readings, and that in thoſe, 
which are not confined to this manuſcript, it chiefly 
agrees with the Cantabrigienſis. It harmonizes alſo in 
a very eminent manner with the Syriac verſion, not only 
in the latinizing readings, but in ſuch as are found 
neither in the Vulgate nor the old Italic, of which I have 
ren examples from the Goſpel of St. Mark, in the 
urz in Actus Apoſtolorum Syriacos, & xi. p. 182, 183. 
Another example 15 £1008 TECTX peg, 1 Cor. X. 8. 4 reading 
ound only in this manuſcript, and in the Syriac *®*. In 
note, Ch. iv. {e&. 12. of this Introduction, | have 
ren likewiſe a remarkable reading from this manu- 
crpt, which evidently betrays a critical conjecture. It 
an extraordinary circumſtance, and at the ſame time 
proof of the value of this manuſcript, that ſeveral read- 
bes, which Mill found in it alone, have been confirmed 
other manuſcripts, which belong to totally different 
ve (0 ountries : for inſtance Rom. viii. 19. u a rαααdονιν TIS 
| ris for riet, which gives a very different ſenſe, is 
und in the Moſcow manuſcript, noted M, though I 
knowledge that this reading in particular has the ap- 
ei rnce of a mere correction. According to Henſler, 
e Codex Havnienſis 3, has likewiſe a great ſimilarity 
the manuſcript in queſtion. Mill has collated it, but 
of We altein ſays that his extracts are defective, and ſome- 
es erroneous. The extracts which Wetſtein inſerted 

lis edition, were made by Jackſon and Tiffin. 
b, nam What I have here related of this manuſcript, I have 


eramination of the readings, which he has quoted. 
er L, be deſcription appears to me to be in ſome reſpects 
in the Wes, though J am unable to ſpecify in what the 
—_— conſiſts. 
a mode In the catalogue of the library of Ceſar de Miſly ©, 
J ch was lold in 1776, was the following article, Ne. 
« defect 75 Collatio codicis Leiceſtrenſis per Rev. Joh. Jack- 
Ucn margini N. T. Græce impreſſi Oxonii 1675. 

| Hor 
See the Orient. Bibl. Vol. X. No. 161, and 1695. 
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Hoc eſt originale, e quo variantes lectiones ſuo N. I. in 
ſeruit Wetſtenius. Vide ejus profationem, p. 53. n. by 


SEC! 


8 favor 
know not whether this collation was purchaſed by D. ras 
Hunter, or the truſtees of the Britiſh Muſeum , why bo h. 
ſeem to have divided the Greek manuſcripts of Celar æM nd 
Miſſy; but I can communicate a more accurate deſc eprel 
tion of it, which I had from de Mifly himſelf. There u 1 10 
likewiſe in this catalogue, Ne. 1618, an article entitled; ear 
Remarques ſur le MS de Leiceſter par M. de Miſſy, wh je fir 

I had ſometime in my poſſeſſion; they were ſent to me ward 
by his widow, in conſequence of a wiſh that J had er 00 
preſſed in the Orient. Bibl. Vol. I. p. 99. that theſe x ry 0 
marks might be publiſhed, with permiſſion to print then ex 
with the other works of this learned and ſagacious cri ith th 
But as I have returned them to the proprietor, I 150. 
ſelect only fo much as is neceſſary to be known, that Vette 
may not defeat the publication of the remarks then nd 1s 4 
{clves. 2 158, 

The Codex Leiceſtrenſis is in the Town-Library: Vette; 
Leiceſter, and is written partly on vellum, and party lege, 
very thick paper. The collation, which Wetſtein e iſcdles 
cured, was taken from the margin of a copy of the 0 incoln 
ford edition, printed in 1675, in which however not. It, whe 
the readings were noted, but thoſe only which had be the P 
omitted, or falſely quoted by Mill. The collation l bei 

made by Jackſon, the editor of Novatianus, and Le Lu. a 
clergyman in Leiceſter. Joſeph Waſſe, who aftewa wh; 
had it in his poſſeſſion, added new remarks, which cn fs 
ſiſted partly in compariſons with the Coptic verſion, 159. J 
partly in doubts and conjectures. From his hands Icrred | 
came into thoſe of William Tiffin, who reviſed the 10 ers ſur 
of his predeceſſors, and made ſeveral alterations erly | 
this ſtate it was purchaſed by Ceſar de Miffy, and Hof C. 
cCollation was uſed by Wetſtein, though he has net Dreſde; 
curately deſcribed it T“. ee, 

De Miſſy's treatiſe unfortunately breaks off in che  olfenbi; 

dle of the ſixth paragraph, it is therefore difficult 10 che 6 
termine what were his real ſentiments with regard 0 ed lis e 
value of this manuſcript; but they muſt have been Vt 5; pr 


favoural 


lated th 


Fyourable either to the manuſcript itſelf, or to the ex- 


i ra4s that had been made to it, for the title page which 
ie bas prefixed, and on which he wrote with his own 
4 and Remarques ſur le MS. de Leiceſter, has a figure 
i epreſenting a quack doctor, avec privilege du Roi; but 
u Wetftein he ſpeaks with the moſt profound reſpect. 


e appears alſo to have ſuſpected, if we may judge from 
te firſt few paragraphs, that Mill had his doubts with 
ward to this manuſcript. Our knowledge therefore of 
e Codex Leiceſtrenſis is hitherto attended with a myſ- 
m7”, of which we have the more reaſon to wiſh for 

explanation, as its readings ſo frequently coincide 
ith thoſe of the Syriac verſions. 


[wi 157. Lincolnienſis 1, noted 56 in the firſt part of 
tha etttein's N. T. belongs to Lincoln College in Oxford, 
cd is a manuſcript of the four Goſpels, written in 1302. 


158, Lincolnienſis 2, noted 39 in the ſecond part of 


ar) eitein's N. T. in the third 33, belongs to the ſame 
hai lege, and is an ancient manuſcript of the Acts and 
n pf piſtles written on vellum. The readings of both theſe 
nc O oln manuſcripts are annexed to the London Poly- 


o whence they were taken by Mill and Wetſtein. But 
the Polyglot no diſtinction is made between them, 
on h being noted Lin. 
Le, Lu. a manuſcript quoted, but not deſcribed by Mill, 
ers which is ſuppoſed to be the ſame with the Canta- 
ch CONE Senſis 495. See above Ne. 62. 
159. Loeſcherianus, a manuſcript of the Revelation, 
IKITed by Matthii to the fifteenth century, though 
ders ſuppoſe it to be five hundred years old, belonged 
merly to Loeſcher, from whoſe library it came into 
it of Count Brühl, and laſtly into the Electoral library 
| relden, whence it has alſo the title of Dreſdenſis, 
mler, who obſerved its frequent coincidence with the 


ul . 70 8e. 9. 10. and 11. chapters, and I have in- 
id 0 "op extracts in the Orient. Bib. Vol. XVII. N. 268, 
a Procured extracts from Daſdorf, and afterwards 


ted the whole of it himſelf, as appears from his 


wou 
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Apocalypſis Græce et Latine, p. 213, 214. and annexed 
both the extracts from this and other manuſcripts to l 
edition of the Revelation, p. 239-309. 

160. Magdalenenſis 1, generally written Magd. 1, 
noted 57 in the firſt part of Wetſtein's N. T. in the ſ. 
cond 41, in the third 35, is a copy of the Gofpels, A 
and Epiſtles, belonging to Magdalen College in Oxſoch 
and in the time of Mill was — to be {even hun 
dred years old. 

The Goſpel of St. Mark is defective as far as ch. i. u. 
Hammond, who relates that he had twice collated it, E 
ſometimes quoted its readings in his Commentary on the 
New Teſtament. A more complete collection may 


$EC 


in t 
at le 
accu 
—1 
XVIII 
ſerte. 
bolz 
ſcript 
nian 
theref 
Us, « 
From | 
but en 


ſeen in the London Polyglot. It is one of the few m here 
nuſcripts, which omit, Luke xi. 2—4. the interpolati * 
from St. Matthew, a circumſtance which redounds io i nd ha 
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honour ; and it is the only one, which, in conjundio 
with the Vulgate, omits p«Axov, 1 Cor. xiv. 18. an omi 
fion which entirely alters the ſenſe. a. 
161. Magdalenenſis 2, or Magd. 2, noted 42 inti 
ſecond part of Wetſtein's N. T. belongs to the far 
College, and contains the epiſtles to the Romans an 
Corinthians. Extracts from it were firſt printed nt 
London Polyglot, whence they were taken by Milla 
Wetſtein. 

162. San-Maglorianus, noted 43 in the firſt paſt 
Wetſtein's N. T., in the ſecond not quoted, in the thi 
54, contains the Goſpels, Epiſtles, and Acts. Amelo 
and Simon have uſed this manuſcript, the former“ 
whom refers it to the ninth century, but the latter, kl 
was undoubtedly a much better judge, places it n ; 
twelfth or thirteenth century. Wetſtein has aim 
into his catalogue, becauſe he has ſometimes quote 
from the accounts given by the above-mentioned cf 
but it has never been properly collated“ v. 

163. Marſhi, preſerved in the Bodleian Libra) 


| „ . 
noted Bodleianus 24, is a manuſcript of the = 1 2 * 
pels, beginning with Matth. vi. 1. and ending with | * 


5 WII 
xvi. 25. and not free from other chaſins: it WAS 
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in the thirteenth century. Grieſbach, who deſcribes it 
at length in his Symbole, p. ci ccxxiil. has collated 
accurately the following parts, Matth. vii—xiv. Mark 
. IX, Xx. Xvi. Luke 1-—1Vv. 30. xi. xiii. 35 —XIv. 20. 
will. 8—3 3. John i—jiil. v. 11g. Vil. 126. and in- 
ſetted the readings in his Greek Teſtament, and Sym- 
bole. It is a remarkable inſtance of an eclectic manu- 
ſcript. It correſponds ſometimes ſo exactly to the Reuch- 
Iinianus, as to coincide even in the errata, and muſt 
therefore have been copied either from the Reuchlinia- 
us, or from a tranſcript of it ; at other times 1t varies 
from it in ſingle readings, and follows the common text ; 
but even in theſe cafes. the relation is {till diſcernible. 
here are again other places, where the tranſcriber ſeems 
0 have been in doubt, what reading he ſhould prefer, 
nd has left therefore a vacant ſpace. ON 
164. Mazarini, noted 103 in the firſt part of Wet- 
keins N. T. a manuſcript 800 years old, brought from 
onſtantinople, and formerly in the poſſeſſion of Cardi- 
a Mazarin; but I know not what books of the New 
Leſtament it contains. Curcellæus procured extracts 
om Emericus Bigot, which Wetſtein has inſerted alſo | 
his edition. - N 
Meadi. The three following manuſcripts, which for- 
ketly belonged to the celebrated Dr. Mead, ought pro- 
art rely to be referred to the claſs of uncollated manu- 
pts; tor Wetſtein ſays of the firſt, © quem mihi huma- 
ime in bibliotheca ſua oſtendit Mead ;* of the ſecond, 
quod vidi apud Mead,” without making mention of a 
lation of them; and of the third, quem obiter inſpexi. 


ins Wetſtein has admitted them into his catalogue, 
mittel count of the few extracts which he has given, they 
wa not be excluded from the liſt. But I ſhall not num- 


1 crivo fall three, becauſe he has quoted more than one under 
nt names, and J have already deſcribed them. 
Meadi 1, noted 109 in the firſt part of Wetſtein's 
. Contains the four Goſpels. It came afterwards 
with] 1 the library of Dr. Aſkew, and it has been deſcribed 
+; wi © Ne. 3, under that title. | | 
$4 165. Mead 
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165. Meadi 2, noted in the firſt part of Wetftin, 
N. T. Evangeliſtarium 23. 

Meadi 3, noted 22 in the third part of Wetfteins 
N. T. a manuſcript of the Acts and the Epiſtles, ac. 
cording to Velthuſen, it is the ſame with that which 
Wetſtein calls Codex Antonu Aſkew, and which I har 
deſcribed above, N*®. 3. Wetſtein then has counted the 
ſame manuſcript twice, a miſtake which may be eat 
committed by a critic, who both collates himſelf, and 


I | 
uſes the collations of others: I will quote one of its xa fer 
ings, as being remarkable; inſtead of the uſual, but ate fe 
ward reading, o Ye YeAwv Gun ayaTgy, 1 Pet. ili. 10, thi Malls 
manuſcript alone has much more properly « yas 9 Mi 
Conv, Xa&s aYUTWY WAERHE 1010 ayabas, in conformity fi Ne. 1 
Pſalm xxxiu. 13. This might be taken for a moden 17 
correction from the Septuagint, were it not found in N. 1 
old Syriac, and in the Arabic, not only that publiſe tolori 
by Erpenius, which was made from the Syriac, butU tulit 
that printed in the Polyglot, which was made from ti typis 
Greek. , . 1 purch 

166—175. Medicæi. Under this title muſt nd n fut 
expected the whole treaſure of manuſcripts of the N. [ had 
in the Medicean library, but the few which Wetſten k to ha 
noted, and which he has ſometimes quoted among Was w 
various readings. rolun 

Medicæus Pithcei, noted 42 in the firſt part of t ther 
ſtein's N. T. is a manuſcript of the four Goſpeb; "lM prelen 
readings were extracted by Petrus Pithœus, and writ great | 
in the margin of Stephens's edition of 1550. Wette more 
procured theſe extracts, and inſerted them in his ci cf ext 
of the Greek Teſtament **?. 15 170 

Mediczi, noted 102 in the firſt part of Werſtein's dN. 
in the ſecond 59, in the third 56, and in the fourth 28 elit 
A: perſon, whoſe name is unknown, made extracts f icrpt, 
a Medicean manuſcript, which is likewiſe unknow" i e co 
wrote them in the margin of Plantin's edition of W purch; 
Theſe, which extend only from Matth. N. to 5, IK 


vill. 1. were inſerted by Wetſtein in his collection. I Eve 


account is given by Wetſtein in the firſt part, but 2 
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{ond he adds, that this fame anonymous critic, a Dutch- 
man by birth, collected readings from two manuſcripts 
for the epiſtles to the Epheſians, and Philippians, from 
one manuſcript for the Acts of the Apoſtles, and from 
our Medicean manuſcripts for the catholic epiſtles: he 
collected likewiſe readings for the three firſt chapters of 
the Revelation, but probably only from one manuſcript. 
Theſe together make nine manuſcripts **?, 
176, Miſſyanus, noted 44 in the firſt part of Wet- 
ſein's N. T. Ceſar de Milly procured this manuſcript of 
the four Goſpels from mount Athos, and collated it with 
Mill's edition, for the uſe of Wetſtein““. | 
Miſſyanus AA, or 1635, has been deſcribed above, 
N. 133. under the title Goettingenſis 2. 
177. Miſſyanus BB, noted in the catalogue of his ſale 
N. 1333, and there entitled Lectionarium ex Actis Apoſ- 
tolorumet Epiſtolis, Codex MS. membranaceus BB. Con- 
tulit hunc codicem Rev. Cæſar de Miſſy, ſed collatio 
typis nondum eſt vulgata. The manuſcript itſelf was 
purchaſed by Dr. Hunter“, and will be called, perhaps, 
n future Hunterianus. Miſſy's very accurate collation 
| had ſome time in my poſſeſſion; it was my intention 


- a to have printed it, but 1 could find no bookſeller who 
"ng 1 ws willing to undertake the publication, and it was too 


voluminous for the Orientaliſche Bibliothek. I returned 
fe r therefore to Miſſy's heirs, and am ignorant where it is 
| preſerved at preſent ; but facred criticim has ſuffered no 
writ great loſs through the neglect of publication, as we have 
f more reaſon to complain of ſuperfluity, than of ſcarcity, 
edit of extracts from manuſcripts of the Greek Teſtament. | 
178. Miflyanus CC, in the catalogue of his fale mark- 
«dN*.1634, and there deſcribed, Lectionarium ex Evan- 


urth 1 #liſis et Epiſtolis Apoſtolorum, MS. membranaceus CC, 
xs ro (cnptus 1199. Contulit hunc codicem Cæſar de Miſſy, 


collatio nondum eſt typis vulgata. This was likewiſe 


of 149 purchaſed by Dr. Hunter; but where the collation itſelf 
M b, I know nor, 


on. ; Even if theſe three Lectionaria had not been collated, 
which 
4 See the Orient, Bibl. Vol, X. p. 194. 
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which they really have been, it would have been neceſſi 
to introduce and number them in this catalogue, becauſe 
a diſpute has ariſen whether one of them had not the 
famous paſſage 1 John v. 7. The occaſion of this diſpute 
was the following: Wetſtein, p. 721. of the ſecond wo. 
lame, quotes Lectionaria tria Miſſyana, which omit 
1 John v. 7. but in the errata it is corrected to Lectiom- 
ria duo: hence it has been concluded that the third mul 
contain the paſſage. This concluſion 1s falſe, for it can. 
not be ſaid that the manuſcript either has it, or omits i. 
This will beſt appear from the Bibliotheque Britannique, 
T. XI. Mois de Mai et de Juin, 17 53, p. 73. 

As I have frequent occaſion to mention Ceſar de Mi, 
not only on account of his manuſcripts, but likewiſe on 


account of the controverſy relative to the Codex Rn T 
nus, it may not be improper to give a ſhort account tary 
him, as his life has never been deſcribed in any biogr. read; 
phical dictionary . He was born at Berlin June 2, work 
1703, of parents who were French refugees, ſtudied at ther 
Francfort on the Oder, and was examined for orders at * 
Berlin in 172 5; but having ſome ſcruples relative to the May 
ſubſcription to a book of articles, probably the Confelſo judp 
Sigiſmundi, the ſubſcription to which was at that time prive 
abſolute, though at preſent modified by a quatenus, he ſuppe 
left his birth- place, and ſettled in the Netherlands. He Moll 
went afterwards to London, where, in 1731, he became Latir 
French preacher in the Savoy, in 1767 French chaplin alone 
at St. James's, and died Auguſt 10, 1775. He ws has b 
profoundly learned and fagacious critic, but too violent —_ 
and fatirical in controverſy, a quality which fometime from. 
carried him beyond the bounds, which his ardent ove 0 tually 
truth would have otherwiſe preſcribed to him; and cel no do 
a love for truth, if it be carried fo far as to treat with Cauſe 
injuſtice what is deemed to be error, defeats its 0 | 
end, and aſſumes the appearance of that, which ay „E. 
tempts to expoſe. I once deſigned to publiſh = l rerjant 
and a critical catalogue of his writings, which I had _ on 
time in my poſſeſſion; but I returned them to the * "raph 
prietor, as no bookſeller would undertake the Pg Ml * Jef 
5 | N e Got 


ser. VI. MSS. of the Greek Teſtament. | 283 


179. Molſheimenſis. The readings of this manu- 
ſcript muſt not be ſought in the large collections, that 
have hitherto been made, becauſe-1t was not known till 
after Wetſtein's publication. It. contains the Goſpels, 
Ads, and Epiſtles, and belonged formerly to the college 
of Jeſuits at Molſheim, in Alſace. Oberlin ſuppoſes 
that it was brought thither, with many other books, from 
the ancient Carmelite monaſtery in Straſburg. In the 
year 1764, the Jeſuits being obliged to abandon their 
college, brought it to the abbey of Maursmünſter, where 
it remained during ſome years; but the ſuffragan biſhop 
of Straſburg ordered the books and manuſcripts to be 
returned to the ſeminary in Molſheim, where this manu- 
ſcript is preſerved at preſent. I 
The Jeſuit Adam Contzen has uſed it in his commen- 
tary on the four Goſpels ; but as the collectors of various 
readings expected not to find critical reſearches in this 
work, they have left his extracts wholly unnoticed. Fa- 
ther Goldhagen has taken from it fifty-two readings, 


s at which he printed in his Greek Teſtament *, publiſhed ar 
the Mayence in 1753. But from theſe we can form no 

{0 judgement of the manuſcript itſelf, as the editor has de- 
ume prived his evidence of all authority, by a too ſtrenuous 
| be ſupport of the Vulgate. For he never quotes the Codex 
He Molſheimenſis, but where its readings coincide with the 

ame Latin verſion: if therefore we abide by his extracts 
Jan alone, we muſt of courſe ſuſpect tat this manuſcript 
as 0 las been corrupted from the Vulgate, becauſe we ſee no 
lent example of a deviation from it. But we may conclude, 
umes tom Goldhagen's ſilence on many paſſages, that it ac- 
re of tually does deviate from the Vulgate; and there can be 
even no doubt that 1 John v. 7. is not contained in it, be- 
4 cauſe the editor has not quoted it for that paſſage, though 
1 he 

t hes H xaun dabnzn, five Novum D. N. I. C. teſtamentum græcum cum 
lie, variantibus lectionibus, quæ demonſtrant Vulgatam Latinam ipſis e 
ſome Crrcis N. T. codjcibus hodienum extantibus authenticam. Accedit 
plo- "ap epiſtolarum et evangeliorum, ſpicilegium apologeticum, et lexi- 
ation. on Grzco-Latinum. Cura et opera P. Hermanni Goldhagen, Socie- 


tatis Jeſu. 


3 Editio catholica noviſſima, cum permiſſu ſuperiorum, See 
» Yot 


ingen Review for 1753, No. 93. 


. 
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he has produced falſe evidence from other manuſcript 
in favour of that verſe. On the other hand, we muſt 
conclude that it reads Sees, 1 Tim. iii. 16. becauſe Gold. 
hagen has not quoted it for e, the reading of the Yu. 
gate. It deſerves to be more accurately examined, 
and completely collated. 115 

180. Montfortianus, called alſo Dublinenſis, probabh 
the ſame which Eraſmus entitled Britannicus, noted 61 
in the firſt part of Wetſtein's N. T. in the ſecond 0, 
and in the third 34, contains the whole New Teſtamen;, 
but is written in a modern hand, and is probably of the 
ſixteenth century. The leaves are a thick glazed paper“, 
which Ycard took for vellum, and in conſequence a. 
cribed to this manuſcript a too great antiquity. Another 
proof that has been alleged of its antiquity 1s, that it 
has readings, which are found neither in the Complutum 
edition, nor in that of Eraſmus ; but this ſhews only 
that it was not copied from one of thoſe editions, not 
that it is more ancient than the invention of printing, 
See the New Orient. Bibl. Vol. II. p. 156—160 Un 
important as this manuſcript may appear, on account df 
its modern date, it deſerves a circumſtantial deſcription, 
as it is one of thoſe two manuſcripts which alone contain 
the celebrated paſſage of the three that bear record i 
heaven, 1 John v. 5. Iam indeed perſuaded that thi 
paſſage is neither genuine, nor of any importance in dog- 
matical theology; but fince it is a ſubject of fo much 
controverſy, and the advocates for its authenticity ap 
to the Montfortianus in ſupport of their doctrine, tht 
manuſcript itſelf becomes important in polemical crit 
ciſm. Beſide the common works, in which the manuſcript 
of the Greek Teſtament are deſcribed, the reader ma 
conſult Bengel's remarks, 1 John v. 7. $ vi. n. VI. ® 
the writers which he has quoted; alſo Werſtein's 00 
to this paſſage, and my Cure in Actus Apoſtolorum N. 
riacos, & xi. p. 184, 185, | | 

The name of this manuſcript is derived from a former 
- proprietor. Mill relates, & 1379, that it belonged olg 


Froy, a Franciſcan friar, then to Thoms 
nally to one Froy, a Franciſcan fria Clement 
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Clement, afterwards to William Charc, and laſtly to 
Thomas Montfort“. Since the time of Uſher, it has 


| been preſerved in the library of Trinity college in Dublin, 
l. where it is noted G. 97. and hence it is ſometimes called 
I Dublinenſis. As Eraſmus, in the two firſt editions of his 
d, Greek Teſtament, omitted 1 John v. 7, but in the late? 


editions inſerted it, becauſe he had found it, as he re- 
lates, in a codex Britannicus, it has been concluded, with 
a very great degree of probability, that the Montforti- 
anus is the ſame as the Britannicus of Eraſmus, becauſe, 
though every manuſcript in Great Britain has been care- 
fully ſearched, this is the only one which contains the 
paſſage in queſtion **9. 

Though no critic would afcribe a high antiquity to 
the Montfortianus, yet, on the other hand, we have no 
reaſon to ſuſpe& that it is a mere tranſcript from the 
| Complutenfian Polyglot*, as is ſaid of the Codex Ravi- 
anus, which I ſhall deſcribe in the ſequel. For the dif- 
rence is ſtrongly marked in numerous paſſages, and 
even the text in queſtion, for which this manuſcript is 
famous, 1s not the ſame as in that Polyglot. 

Mill has obſerved, that this manuſcript has a very 
great number of readings, which are peculiar to itſelf : 
he has counted not leſs than 140, and though this num- 


din ber has been diminiſhed, ſince more manuſcripts have 
this been collated, yet it ſtill remains conſiderable. 

dog- | Eraſmus deſcribes the Codex Britannicus as a latin- 
nuch ning manuſcript : Wetſtein entertains the ſame ſenti- 


ments with reſpect to the Montfortianus, which he ſup- 
ports by ſeveral examples, though they afford not abſo- 


. 
"he Semler has another ſuſpicion with regard to this manuſcript, 

mely, 
Mitten, in order to ſerve their own purpoſe, becauſe Cardinal Ximenes 
vas inclined in favour of the edition of Eraſmus. See his examination 
of the New Teſtament, printed at Alcala, p. 133. But this ſuſpicion 
ormel 3 not ſupported by ſufficient authority, and it may be obſerved, that 
origt | 7 the adverſaries and the advocates of 1 John v. 7. have neglected 
don frequently tlie rules of moderation and impartiality . 


lute conviction. But the paſſage in queſtion, 1 John 


that the editors of the Complutenſian Polyglot procured it to be 


=_— 1 
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v. 7. without inquiring whether it be genuine, or ng th 
affords the very ſtrongeſt proof of Wetſtein's affertion If 
for in the Cod. Mont. it not only differs from the uſug frt 
text, but is written in ſuch Greek as manifeſtly betrays c01 
a tranſlation from the Latin. I will tranſcribe it line fo thi 
Fne, with all the abbreviations, as it is given by Trars epi 
in his Letters to Gibbon, p. 1 53. | 
Ort Teig eioLv 08 japry par 
eouvT* Ev TW uw, We, Ac Vs, X&%i TV% i Go 
xai o] 08 Tots ev £106 | and 
Kai Tpeis E104 0s h“ mo! 
euvr* & Ty V1, woa, vdwe Xa: νπEν mai 
Here the article is omitted before the words expreſſie * 
of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, becauſe there is no * 
article in the Latin, and it occurred not to the tranſlator, up 
that the uſual Greek was o warne, o Noe, ro meupa. He N 
has alſo & Ty yn which is falſe Greek, for eri T1; ns, be. * 
cauſe he found in the Latin, in terra . He has like. ay 
wife omitted xas os Tees £55 To ev £40 ***, which is want- $ 
ing in many Latin manuſcripts ***, becauſe the Lateran wry 
council, held in 1215, had rejected it through polemical wy 
motives. ; 1 ” 10 
In the Cure in Actus Apoſtolorum Syriacos, & u. f 
p. 184. I have noted three paſſages in the Goſpel of ma P 
St. Mark, which perfectly coincide with the Syriac ver- bd 
ſion. What I have there obſerved, I will add in a note), Wer 
becauſe a knowledge of the Montfort manuſcript is of 10 
ſome conſequence, and the Curæ, which contain ary ſtein? 
and critical reſearches, are not in the hands of every = 
reader. The text, 1 John v. 7. cannot have been taken 15 
from the Syriac, for it is wanting in that verſion. 4 "ip 
remarkable reading, , Luke xvii. 1. is found in * 
ö ; þ 
| | the * 
s Solus hic cum Syro Marc. iii. 22, omittit prius ori, atque erf manu 
34 xvxAw, quod et Latino codice Vercellenfi abeſt. Capitis vi. verſu 45, In criſ 
cum omnes pene codices habeant «gx«7&: IPOZL AYTOYZ, hiſque been 
duabus vocibus omiſſis, Cantabrigienſis cum Vercellenſi et Vindobo- th; | 
nenſi latinis, «sgxer&@« O IHEOYE, ſolus e Graecis Montfortianus gone? am. 
que lectionem conjunxit, egx«ra: IIPOE AYTOYE'O IHZOYZ, idenque We ma 


et Syrus fecit, atque ex Latinis codicibus Brixienſis. 
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the Montfortianus and Alexandrinus, but in no other. 

If this manuſcript is the ſame as the Britannicus, the 

&rſt extracts were made from it by Eraſmus, but more 

complete extracts were given in the London Polyglot, 

though theſe extend only as far as the beginning of the 
epiſtle to the Romans. 

181. Mori primus, or M. 1, noted 60, in the firſt 
part of Wetſtein's N. T. in the fourth 10, contains the 
Goſpels, written in a very neat hand, in the year 1297, 
and the book of Revelation, which 1s written in a more 
modern hand. Luke xv. 15. it is the only one of the 
manuſcripts quoted by Wetſtein, that has a) in the 
ingular, which muſt be a very ancient reading, for it is 

found in both Syriac verſions, both Arabic verſions, all 
the old Latin and the Vulgate : jt was alſo diſcovered 
by Matthai, in the Moſcow Codex x. The manuſcript 
n queſtion, belonged formerly to More, biſhop of Nor- 
wich, with whoſe permiſſion Mill made extracts from 
it: at preſent it is preſerved, as well as the following 
manuſcript, in the Univerſity library at Cambridge, to 
which it was given by George I. together with the 
Bilbop's whole library“ . | | 

182. Mori ſecundus, or M. 2. an evangeliſtarium, 
ſuppoſed to be written about the year 1000, formerly in 
the poſſeſſion of Biſhop More, but at preſent in Cam- 


go bridge. It has been collated by Mill: and is noted by 
"1 Wattein Evangeliſtarium 4 *7. F: 

"i 183. Moſcuenſis, noted 87 in the firſt part of Wet- 
every eins N. T. is a manuſcript of the four Goſpels, pre- 
taken krved in Moſcow, but the latter part, from John vii. 


to the end, is written in a more modern hand, which 
nas finihed, however, ſo early as the year of Chriſt 


* 1000, and the more ancient part is referred, by Bengel, 
to the eighth century. We know nothing more of this 
e 7 manuſcript than what is given in Bengeli Introductio 
_ , criſin N. T. & 7, where readings are given, which had 
r = extracted by Profeflor Groſs. Wetſtein has no- 
utram- "ung more than what he borrowed from Bengel, but 


* ; | : , 
+ May expect more certain and complete accounts of it 
in 
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in the prefaces to St. Matthew and St. Mark's Goſpel 
which will ſhortly be publiſhed by Matthäi e. 

184. Moſquenſes a C. F. Matthäi excepti. Whik 
Matthäi was Profeſſor in Moſcow, he found in that city 
a very conſiderable number of manuſcripts of the Greek 
Teſtament, which he has collated with great accuracy, 
and communicated to the world their various readings 
in his editzon of the New Teſtament, in Greek and 
Latin, which was begun in 1782, and which I ſhal 
deſcribe in the chapter relating to the editions of the 
Greek Teſtament. Though he collated above tweny 
manuſcripts, yet, as his publication is not yet finiſhed, 
I ſhall include them all under a ſingle number. In hi 
prefaces, he has generally given ſome deſcription of them, 
and either at the beginning or end of each volume, ſpe- 
cimens of their letters in copper- plate. But I ſhall make 
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no uſe of this work on the preſent occaſion, partly be. ect lh 
cauſe it is hitherto incomplete, and the deſcription of buld r 
ſeveral manuſcripts is ſtill wanting, partly becauſe the ng 07 
Plates and the deſcription are in different volumes, which Nocent 


creates confuſion; and I ſhall be the more eafily er- | 
cuſed, as we may hope that the editor himſelf will add, uch m 
at the end of his publication, a regular catalogue of the 
Moſcow manuſcripts, with reference both to the plats 
and the deſcriptions *3*. | | a mor 

Though theſe manuſcripts are not of the higheſt au. 
tiquity, they are far from being modern, fince many d 


them were written in the eleventh century. As the Rul- old 
ſian is a daughter of the Greek church, it of courſe fol 8 
lows, that they very frequently contain the readings o eenſ 
the Byzantine edition, eſpecially as they were witten en int 


either in Conſtantinople itſelf, or in ſome Greek pio. 
vince: and we have equal reaſon to expect a conc 
dence” with the Slavonian or Ruffian verſion, and tit 8 
quotations of Chryſoſtom, and Theophylact. At the | e Lo 
fame time, I have obſerved many readings that Wet 
uſual, not only in the Weſt of Europe, but alſo l = 
Egypt; and ſeveral remarkable, though dubious - , N 
ings, have been confirmed by the authority of the , oi 


COW 
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ow manuſcripts. Not one of them has the ſpurious 
aſlace, 1 John v. 7. If I were in poſſeſſion of a regular 
d accurate catalogue of them, I ſhould be able to 
ommunicate more information, as I find it difficult to 
olect, at preſent, the detached remarks, which I have 
nade on different papers. | . | 

Since high antiquity cannot be aſcribed to theſe manu- 
ripts, and they belong to an edition, in which difficult 
ages were frequently removed by critical conjecture,” 
would not venture to apply their readings with the 
me certainty, as thoſe of more ancient manuſcripts, 
henever the queſtion relates to points, that are obſcure 
d perplexed. Our editions of the Greek Teſtament, 
VC Nai TAvTWY TH Jer pact ven, Acts xvi. 26. Now this 
pears incredible, for if the bands of all the priſoners 
d been looſed, ſetting aſide the improbability that this 


he- ect ſhould have been produced by an earthquake, they 
\ 0 ud not have remained quietly in prifon, the doors 
the ng opened, as we cannot ſuppoſe that they were all 


nocent, hke Paul and Silas. Here the two Moſcow 
anuſcripts, d and 1, have at War T dirpe avehn, 
uch may be applied to Paul and Silas only. But this 
perhaps only a modern correction, made to avoid a 
aculty, and not to be admitted without the authority 
a more ancient evidence *. 


& an- 185. Norimbergenſis, an Evangeliſtarium, preſerved 
ny of de city library at Nuremberg, ſuppoſed to be 700 
Ruf. old, and whoſe readings are ſaid to have a great 
ſe fl. WMP orinity with thoſe of the Cantabrigienſis, Stephani n, 


0 d lieenſs y, and Leiceſtrenſis. A deſcription of it is 
vritten en in the Altdorf Literary Muſeum, for the year 1778. 
 pro- . part 4. ä | 
t 196. The three following manuſcripts belong to New 

nd the ede, in Oxford; extracts from which were firſt given 
At the me London Polyglot, and theſe were afterwards re- 
it were 1 by Mill. Before the time of Wetſtein, and even 
ao in e fit volume of his edition, we find very confuſed 
; read- uns of them. For inſtance, Mill mentions in his 
e Mob & only two, N. I, and N. 2, and deſcribes theſe 
war | * two 
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two only, § 1388 and 1389, yet he writes, 91423, in 
collegio novo tres codices, evangelia recentis ſcripur I 
Actus Apoſtolici et epiſtole catholice manus vetuſl 
oris; itemque acta et epiſtole Pauline et catholice 
His Codex, N. 1, muſt, according to his deſcription 
contain only the Goſpels, yet he frequently quotes it 
the Acts of the Apoſtles. It appears then that he h 
committed ſeveral miſtakes of memory . Weiſtei 
in his ſecond volume, p. 453, gives a more clear a 
count of them, by which I ſhall abide, as he probab 
paid all poſſible attention to a ſubject, in which he at 
tempted to. correct not only the faults of his predecek 
ſors, but his own. He ſaw theſe manuſcripts in 171; 
but it does not appear that he deemed them worthy d 
collation. | 

This manuſcript, noted 38 in the firſt part of Wet 
ſtein's N. T., in the London Polyglot, and the edition 
of Fell and Mill, N. 1, or Nov. 1, is a very moden 
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manuſcript of the four Goſpels, written fince the une bow | 
tion of printing, and ſeems to be related to the Mae, 
fortianus and Lincolnienſis, which are likewlſe modem nz 

187. N. 1, as noted in the London Polyglot, 190, 
Mill, Nov. 2, or N. 2, and 43 in the ſecond part dp 
Wetſtein's N. T., contains the Acts of the Apoſtles: poſt! 
the Epiſtles of St. Paul ***. It has a reading which S, an 


very remarkable, whether it be genuine or {punt 
Heb. vi. 2. Bamriopw didν⏑%, If it be ſpurious, 1 
at leaſt an ingenious conjecture. A fimilar correctudl 
or ſcholion, js undoubtedly cr4Sup for Napoli, Ephe 
ii. 3. which is found in no other manuſcript. Ine 
examples are a proof of the ingenuity of the copyig 
but they are no recommendation of the readings of th 
' - manuſcript conſidered as evidence. — 
188. N. 2, as noted in the Polyglot and Mills 
dex, but in Mill's Various Readings, noted N. 59 
36 in the third part of Wetſtein's N. T., conti 
Acts of the Apoſtles, and the catholic epiſtles. 
The extracts from theſe three manuſcripts ae 
bably as confuſed, as the deſcription that hax{en.8 
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of them, and it were to be wiſhed that they were col- 
lated anew Ww . 5 

189. Parrhaſii, noted 108 in the firſt part of Wet- 
ans N. T., is a manuſcript of the Goſpels, of which 
Montfaucon in his Diarium Italicum, p. 308, and Tre- 
how in his Tentamen, p. 22, have given an account. It 


bs received this name from its former proprietor, Aulus 
ſten anus Parrhaſius, who died in 1533, and left it to An- 
ra onius Seripandus, the father of Cardinal Hieronymus 
bab detipandus: afterwards It came into the library belong- 
Ne 1 g to the monaſtery of Johannes de Carbonaria, in 
deer! laples, whence it was ſent as a preſent to the Emperor 


harles VI. and is now in the Imperial library at Vien- 
WW: where it is called Neapolitanus 1, or Auctari bibli- 
Wihcz Vindobonenſis 1. I know not why Wetſtein 
as given 1t a place in his catalogue, as he has quoted no 
xradts from it, but I cannot reject it from the preſent 
it eis found in Wetſtein's Prolegomena. Treſ- 
ie bow has made extracts from the Goſpel of St. Mat- 
jew, from which it appears that this manuſcript har- 
modern zes with the Latin verſion **. | 

190. Dominici Paſſionei, No. Ixx11. noted G in the 
pa n part of Wetſtein's N. T., contains the Acts of the 
poltles, beginning with ch. viii. 10. the catholic epiſ- 


which and thoſe of St. Paul, as far as Heb. xiii. 10, Mont- 
ſpunoa con refers it to the ninth, Blanchini to the eighth, or 
ous, I en to the ſeventh century. The laſt mentioned critic 
ores sven ſeveral readings from it, which Wetſtein has 
u, Epp erted in his collection 238. | 15 

t. IN 191. Per. or Perronianus e, noted 91 in the firſt 
e copfl of Wetſtein's N. T., is a manuſcript of the four 


ng of lpels, which Montfaucon ſuppoſed ro have been 
den in the tenth century. He communicated the 


Mills Mrd which were inſerted by Mull. 

N. „ Pet 1, or Petavianus primus, noted 44 in the ſe- 
ontauls ud part of Wetſtein's N. T., in the third 38, contains 
* Acts of the Apoſtles and the Epiſtles. Wetſtein places 
ts are the thirteenth century; but Mill, whoſe judgement 


* 


$ lubje&t is not equal to that of Wetſtein, makes it 
| dreier en ANT 2 | - "Wye ; two 
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two or three centuries more ancient. It belonged for. 
merly to Paulus Petavius“ “, from whoſe heirs it wx 
| og by Queen Chriſtina, and preſented to Ila 
oſſius, whence it came with the reſt of his manuſaim 
into the Univerſity library at Leyden, where it is not 
77. Ir was firſt collated, together with the two following 
manuſcripts, by Claude Sarrau, whoſe extracts wen ( 
inſerted in Fell's edition. But this editor was in poli,” 
ſeſſion of more complete extracts, than thoſe which ver 
printed in his New Teſtament ; theſe more comple 
extracts were uſed by Mill, who collated alſo the ma p 
ſcript from Acts x. 26. to the end of the epiſſles. Wei: © 
ſtein procured another copy of Sarrau's extracts, an 
made himſelf a new collation'in April, 1731. 

193. Pet. 2, or Petavianus ſecundus, noted 4; i 
the ſecond part of Wetſtein's N. T., in the third 30 ü 
_ the fourth 11, contains the Acts, Epiſtles, and Rec 
tion: but it has the following chaſms, 1 Cor. iii. 16, 
x. 13. the whole epiſtle of St. James, except the tou 
laſt verſes, 3 John 9 to the end, and the epiſtle of f 
Jude. Sarrau's extracts from this and the foo. 
manuſcript, were uſed in the editions of Fell, Me 
and Wetſtein, in the manner above deſcribed. | 

-I94. Pet. 3, noted 46 in the ſecond part of Wet 
ſtein's N. T., in the third 40, in the fourth 12, 1s IK 
wiſe a manuſcript of the Acts, Epiſtles, and Revelatio 
It was purchaſed by Queen Chriſtina, and after her deal 
it came with the reſt of her books into the Vatican lib 
Wetſtein contends that this is the ſame manulcnpt 
that which was frequently quoted by Johannes Gag 
and which was kept in his time at St. Denys; and th 
Bengel therefore was guilty of a miſtake, in qu"... 
the Petavianus 3, and the Dionyſianus Gagn:2!, ,. 
different manuſcripts. One of the moſt firing 
ſtances of a ſcholion obtruded on the text, 5 b, a 
Acts i. 12: where this manuſcript, as an explanaton wy 
EEA odo, inſerts wvorvrov ov To dia g nua, 0000 tet 
Iz8dz1ov WEEAITATEL Ev raCCarw, but I am ignorant M pp 
the words, of which theſe are an explanation, arc *. 
or not?. 1 Cor. xi. 2 5. 0o#%s5 av wine 15 left out 
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this manuſcript, an omiſſion obſervable in no other than 


ß be ſuſpected Leiceſtrenſis. It is the only one, which 
Ih omits reaywv, Heb. ix. 19. a word which has occafioned 
crys conſiderable difficulty to the commentators, becauſe Mo- 


ſes makes no alluſion to goats; but the omiſſion 1s ratified 
by the authority of the Syriac and the Arabic. In the 
Curz in Actus Apoſtolorum, Syriacos & xi. I have ta- 
ken notice of ſeveral other examples where it coincides 
with the Syriac in remarkable readings. The ſingular 
reading ro TRHEATTWHhH, Rom. v. 18. is peculiar to the 
Petavianus 3, the Augienſis, and the Boernerianus. It 
$ one of the few that have e£yxaxzpev, 2 Cor. iv. 1. which 
] noticed at the end of the 14" ſection of the 4 chap- 
ter. It omits the ſuſpicious paſſage under Torerov TNPELV 
am, #4 n, Acts xxi. 2.5. in conjunction with two manu- 
ſcripts only, but the omiſſion is fupported by the autho- 
ny of the Syriac, Vulgate, Coptic, and Ethiopic. In 


461 
1 39,0 
Rexel 


. * ſhort it harmonizes with evidence of great authority and 
he 790 ntiquity, though it is not wholly free from blemiſhes. 
195. Ravii, or Berolinenſis, noted 110 in the firſt 


art of Wetſtein's N. T., but not numbered in the 
following parts, is a manuſcript of the whole New Teſ- 
lament. It belonged in the laſt century to Profeffor 


ll, M 
of Wel 


om the Eaſt, and that he gave for it 200 rix- dollars. 
her det From the hands of Rave it came, I know not by what 
means, into the Electoral library in Berlin. Saubertus 

peaks of it in the- year 1672, as follows: Manuſcriptum 
Gagne 2 Teſt. pervetuſtum membranaceum, literis unci- 
bus exaratum, quod 200 imperialibus emtum ex Ori- 

\ quot * atulit, et uti fama fert, Sereniſſimi Electoris Bran- 
enburgici illuſtri bibliothecæ conſecravit Johannes Ra- 


21, Þ 1 hd - 

-iking | 2 This is probably an erratum for Chriſtianus Ravius; 
38 fol ouph it is written in this manner not only by Saubert, 
1nation . a5 Iwas informed by Pappelbaum, in a letter, dated 


E * 1787, in the ſubſcription of the manuſcript 
u het > onſecravit Johannes Ravius Prof. Ups. > Whe- 
ue omi | | ther 


left out om Rave was never Profeſſor in Upſal, but Chriſtian Rave. See 
ers Dictionary of learned men. 
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Rave of Upſal, who faid that he brought it with him 
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this 1 


preſent to the generous and pious Elector, f | 1 
of being more amply rewarded, i ee, . 
will not examine at preſ{ e ee N oh 
no preſent. Saubert collated this m ü 
ſcript in the Goſpel of St. Matthew, and pri th — 
extracts in his Variæ lectiones textu G 2 . 
S. Matthzi. Helmſtadii, 1672 Mill — rag #1 
vain to procure this book, we muſt — pg ; * 
to Bod fo bo edit ore not expet pale 11 
5 dition, the readings of the Codex Ra. of ant 
anus. Wetſtein has generally thought them unvonly 
of notice, as he conſidered the whole manuſcri * TH 
groſs impoſture: but in Bengelii Apparatus Crit m I! f 
find thoſe which Bengel ſelected as worthy of 9558 1 * a 
8 2 ge that it was the ics of this 4 led 
he ws 44 : om 3 only, which appeared to him d 7A 
This manuſcript, whether it be entitled to reſpect or ny 
to contempt, is yet of ſome conſequence in critical altert 
dogmatical theology, becarfle it is the ſecond of the tw printed 
manuſcripts which have 1 John v. 7. And whether 1 
be genuine or ſpurious, yet after the ſerious controverlf lis Ver 
which has been conducted relative to that text, it deſene ton: 
0 more impartial examination, than has been hitherto be. ja : 
[towed on it, becauſe it contains one half of the ſum to emne⸗ 
of the evidence in favour of that paſſage. A {ac finile Publiſh 
its characters, repreſenting 1 John v. 7. may be (cen Mende 0; 
the copper-plate prefixed to Goeze's Defence of contro 
Complutenſian Bible, Hamburg 1766, and another ei this. 
preſenting Matth. ii. 1. in the third plate of Treſcho advance 
Tentamen. They are not uncial letters, but neath them a 
though not exactly the ſame with thoſe of the Compiu nuch u. 
tenſian Bible s. It cann 
Saubert entitles it, Manuſcriptum pervetuſtum, , duced { 
name which is likewiſe given it by moſt of the adv Martin 
cates for the paſſage above-mentioned; {ome afcribin public 1 
to 1t an antiquity of 500 years, others going ſo far as ad tho 
make it a 1000 years old. But the very learned an 

| fagacious La Croze, who being Librarian in Berlin, h : ,._ 
; ; 0 Witter f 


i See 1404 of his Prolegomena. 
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this manuſcript frequently in his hands, and was able to 
examine the beck with the utmoſt preciſion, maintains 
that it is the work of an impoſtor, written long after 
the invention of printing, even fo late as the ſeventeenth 
century, and copted from the Complutenſian Bible. He 
relates, that even the errors of the preſs are copied in 
the manuſcript, and that the impoſition betrays itſelf by 
the chalk, which is {till viſible on the parchment, and the 
pale ink*, which was purpoſely choſen to give it an air. 
of antiquity. This was written by a man who was no 
enemy to the doctrine of the Trinity; he expreſſes him- 
{elf in the ſame manner in his letters to Bengel and 
Wetſtein, to which theſe critics appeal; likewil in his 
letter to Achard, which is the firſt in the collection en- 
tited\Thefaurus epiſtolicus La Crozianus; alſo in his 
letter to Emlyn, which is printed in Semler's collection 
of Criticiſms, relative to paſſages in Scripture alleged in 
proof of doctrines, Part. I. p. 312 3; and laſtly, in a 
letter to a friend of David Martin, which letter Martin 


md 


& 0 
| and 


e coo printed. Martin, though by no means a profound cri- 
ner Tc, advanced arguments in favour of this manuſcript in 
rer bs Verite du Texte, 1 Jean v. 7. which deſerve exami- 


gere non: Miſſy anſwered them in the Journal Britan- 


to be que 1753, Mai et Juin, and Semler likewiſe con- 
nt benned this manuſcript in his Collection of criticiſms, 
mile A voblüſhed in 1764; but Goeze ſupported it in his De- 
cen Hence of the Complutenſian Bible. The hiſtory of this 
of te eentroverſy I related more at large in the third edition 
ber ee this. Introduction, where I mentioned the arguments 


aranced on both ſides of the queſtion, but I omit 
them at preſent, not only becauſe they take up too 
much room, but becauſe the queſtion is now decided ***. 
It cannot be denied, that La Croze and De Mifly intro- 


chov'! 
neach 
omplu 


um, ced fo much ſatire and ridicule in their replies to 

e ach Martin, that they diminiſhed the confidence, which the 

fcb ubüc would otherwiſe have placed in their aſſertions; 
N ad though they contended that the errata of the Com- 
1ed an 


| plutenſian 
un Jak k : 3 , 
u \rameritum pallidum de induftria adhibitum, ut nimirum anti- 
Inatem felicius mentiretur, The. epiſt. tom. 111, p. 2. 
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plutenſian Bible were copied in this manuſcript, thy 
roduced no examples in proof; we had therefore yer 
inſufficient documents for a deciſion on this ſubject, the 
only extracts, which had been given, being thoſe of Sa 
bert from the Goſpel of St. Matthew, and even in the 
we could place no perfect confidence. In the third ed. 
tion, therefore, I expreſſed my doubts on this manu- ci 
ſcript, but added, there is a mode of determining; from 
the very characters of the manuſcript, whether it be 
nuine or not, a mode on which no man has thought, n 
conſequence of the warmth which both parties have di 
played, in relation to the controverted paſſage John 
v. 7. Namely, it is neceſſary to examine, whether the 
characters are uniformly the ſame throughout, or whe 
ther they are ſtiff in the beginning, and more current to 
ward the end. In the latter caſe, we may conclude tht 
a modern impoſtor attempted to imitate the types of the 
Complutum edition.” _ Te 
This examination has been made by Pappelbaum, an 
his Inquiry into the Codex Ravianus “, publiſhed a 
Berlin in 1785, has put an end to the controverly, of 
proving beyond a doubt, that the whole is an impoſture 
and that the manuſcript is a mere copy of the Co:npli- 
tenſian Bible. He has carefully collated ſeveral books of 
the New Teſtament, and produced many examples whet 
they coincide, even in the utmoſt minutiæ of the error 
of the preſs . He relates alſo, that the hand 1s not un, 
formly the ſame throughout, that in the begining of 
the manuſcript, the reſemblance of its letters to thole d 
the Complutum Bible is greater, than towards the end, 
where the copyiſt appears to have written in greater halt 
that in the firſt part they not only are {tiff and forma, WWW ror 
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but likewiſe ſmaller, ſo that the number of lines in each 
page, which at the commencement amounted to twenty* 
four, is reduced towards the cloſe even to twenty- one. 
Pappelbaum has obſerved at the ſame time, that a vel 
ſtriking difference is ſometimes viſible between the two 
texts; but theſe deviations aroſe not from accident, but 

from deſign, and were made with a view of conceal 


the impoſture, for they are not to be diſcovered in ſcat- 
tered paſſages throughout the whole work, but only in 


the ſome few fingle places, where error 1s heaped on error, 
dal. as Rev. vi. 7, 8. for inſtance, in which two verſes alone 
bee are not leſs than fix various readings. Grieſbach has 
edt rreated of this manuſcript in his Symbolæ, p. clxxx— 


cxcii, where he obſerves that the impoſtor has taken al- 
moſt all his various readings from the margin of Ste- 
phens's edition, with exception to thirteen, which are 
endent errata, 

More may be ſeen on this ſubje& in the New Orient. 
bio, Vol. I. p. 120. where I have reviewed Pappel- 
baum's work. It is true that this manuſcript has Gang 
p new advocate in Mr. Travis, in his Letters to Gibbon, 
publiſhed in 1785, but he is a moſt partial advocate, 
ring never ſeen the manuſcript itſelf, and having no 
nber knowledge of the ſubject, than the intelligence, 
ich he received from Berlin, of which he printed only 


1, and d much as beſt ſuited his own purpoſe. See the New 
da rent. Bibl. Vol. II. p. 152—1 56. 

. by Enough, and more than enough, has been here ſaid 
oſtute, rz manuſcript, that is a mere impoſture *#, Let it be 
u midered in future as having no critical exiſtence, and 
0K 0 | 


der quoted in ſupport of 1 John v. 7. 


; where 19b—220. The following manuſcripts are entitled 


elles ces Regy, agreeably to the uſage of the French lan- 
ot - ge, becaule they are preſerved in the” royal library in 
in ö Us, whence they are ſometimes called Pariſienſes. 
h 


N of them were uſech by Stephens, in his edition of 
- 4 - Teſtament, and theſe are quoted under the 
rh N 1 tephani & r 8, &c. Of theſe I ſhall take 
a cen the deſcription of the Codices Stephanici, 
in eac | * include them here under the Codices Regii. 
_ ele latter, that the reader may more eafily-find them 
8 ede I will arrange according to the numbers, 

they were noted in the royal library in the time 
Werke and by which he himſelf has noted. them. 
__ n lin. though he has himſelf examined them, 
nce ome cafes ſimply followed Le Long, as he ac- 


© Knowledges 


Ie end, 
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to whom I am indebted for a more accurate deſcription 
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knowledges p., 40. of the firſt edition of his Prolego. 
mena, publiſhed in 1730. At preſent, they aro noted 
in the royal library by different numbers, which 1 wil 
likewiſe add, as they were communicated to me by M. 
Fleiſcher, a Norwegian, and formerly one of my puyi 


of theſe manuſcripts'. He commenced his literary tn. 


vels, of which the libraries in Paris were a principal ob the 
ject, at the very time when I was engaged in the publ. lego 
cation of the ſecond edition of this Introduction. I fen has 
him therefore the firſt ſheets that were printed off, um al 
a propoſal of many queſtions relative to the Codices Re- that 
gli; his anſwers I could communicate at that time onh to b 
in the preface, but they are here arranged under ea nin: 


ſeparate article. | 

196. Regius 1869“, noted 19 in the firſt part opt 
Wetſtein's N. T., contains, according to Wetſtein, ebe f. 
four Goſpels. He appeals to Simon, who examined Latin 
manuſcript, for the ſtory of the adultereſs in the eighth 
chapter of St. John: but this is related by Simon, n 
the thirteenth chapter of his Hiſtoire critique du Texte 
du Nouveau Teſtament, from which it appears that tk 


atrur 
drelen 


manuſcript is a catena patrum on the four Goſpeb? 199 
No further extracts have been made from it, uber ond 
it is no otherwiſe entitled to a place in this catalog unh 
| ws the | 
3 che 
1 The following is an extract of his letter, dated Dec. 161b. 176 ug 
© The manuſcripts are arranged not according to the ancient numbe V th 
but according to thoſe which are given them in the printed catalog Ute! 
but there is in the library a written catalogue, in which the new nu WOTe m 
bers have been added, There is no manuſcript, in which we find nd 200, 
two or more ancient numbers, according to the different n in's \ 
which have taken place at different times. This is the e Hh © 
veral manuſcripts have the ſame number, which ſubſequent librariat " | 
have endeavoured to diſtinguiſh, by the addition of the cyphers 1. f 0 
&c. inſtead of denoting them by a totally new number. 7. p 
number has been likewiſe given to ſeveral of theſe manuſcripts, 4 . 8 TON 
the forgetfulneſs of the perſon who noted them: theſe again art — 
guiſhed by the addition of the cyphers 1. 2. &c.' f kept the 
m 'This is the only ancient number which Fleiſcher was unable to n . John it 


K defect; 


I know not therefore by what number it is at preſent noted, 


708 MSS. of the Greek T amen. 299 
than as Wetſtein has taken it into his own, and denoted 


it by a number. The ſame may be ſaid of many other 
ill Codices Regii, which Wetſtein has admitted into his 
l. catalogue for no other reaſon, than becauſe Simon has 


quoted them for John vii. But he would have acted 
more properly, if he had not numbered thoſe which he 
quotes in only a ſingle inſtance, and he would have been 
the more juſtifiable, as he has not numbered in his Pro- 
lomena the Codices Reg 1884 and 2863, though he 
has quoted them on the ſame occaſion, p. 148. I 
ſhall fay nothing more then of ſuch manuſcripts, than 
that Simon quotes them for John viii. from which it is 
to be underſtood, that they have been no further exa- 
mined. | | | 
197. Regius 1881, at preſent 54, noted 16 in the firſt 
part of Wetſtein's N. T., a Greek-Latin“ manuſcript of 
the four Goſpels, written in the fourteenth century. Its 
ed Lein text is the Vulgate. Wetſtein collated it in 171 5. 
198. Regius 1883, noted 20 1n the firſt part of Wet- 
on, ens N. T., contains the four Goſpels, with a catena 
Texts atrum, which Simoh quotes John viii. It is noted at 
hat the reſent 188 245, - | 1 
109. Regius 1886, at preſent 219, noted 16 in the 
berefou ond part of Wetſtein's N. T., in the third 12, in the 
purth 4, contains the Acts, Epiſtles, and Revelation“. 
Ihe epiſtle to the Hebrews is placed between the epiſtle 
o the Theſſalonians and that to Timotfy. Some critics 
are referred this manuſcript to the tenth century, but 
Nctſtein, who collated it in 1715, ſuppoſes it to be 
nore modern. | 


catalogue 
e new num 


we wy 200. Regius 2241, noted 18 in the firſt part of Wet- 
m_ { - N. T. Wetſtein deſcribes it as quatuor Evan- 
"+ bra ontinens, and he ſays it is one of thoſe which 
hers 1. * en quotes John viii. But neither in the thirteenth 
1 | chapter 
ipts, de e bei 

©n are dl Fleiſcher relates that there are many chaſms in the Latin verſion, 


: nſtance Mark xi. 14. The whole Goſpel of St. Luke is wanting, 

«Pt the three firſt verſes, and ch. v. 21, 22, 23. In the Goſpel of 

= it goes no further than ch. xii. 17. The Greek text is like- 
efective, from Mark xvi, 14. to the end of that Goſpel *. 


unable to fn 
ed, 


__ 
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chapter of Simon, nor among Wetſtein's various read. 


ings to John viii. have I been able to diſcover a Coder 
Regius with this number, nor is it mentioned by L- 


Long. Perhaps it is a miſtake for 2441, which Le Lon 
p- 180. deſcribes *** as containing the Goſpel of St. John, 
with a catena patrum ®. p 
201. Regius 2242, at preſent 49, Stephani Codex, 
noted 8 in the ſecond part? of Wetſtein's N. T., con. 
tains the whole of the New Teftament, except the Re- 
velation. Wetſtem remarks, that Stephens could not 
have collated the Acts of the Apoſtles, as he has never 
quoted in that book his Codex &. 
1 ſhall fpare my readers probably ſome trouble, by 
taking notice of a miſtake, which has expoſed me to 
much difficulty and doubt relative to this manuſeryt, 
of which I am unable however to give a complete fol- 
tion. I had formerly deſcribed: it as one manuſcript, . 
lying on the authority of Mill and Le Long, from 
whom Wetſtein has generally taken the numbers, by 
which the Codices Regii are noted in the royal libr. 
Le Long ſays, in his Bibliotheca facra***, Tom. I. p. If. 
Quatuor Evangelia, epiſtolæ Pauli, et canonice , Gra: 
codex membranaceus, quo uſus eſt Stephanus, quem. 
que 


* The following is the anſwer which Fleiſcher gave to my Query. 
© Codex 2241 is noted at preſent 47. At the beginning is ſtuck a papa 
on which the old number is written: where we find 2241, but it 8} 
to diſcover that 2242 was the original wumber, unleſs we ſuppoſe that 
an erratum had taken place. It contains the four Goſpels, the Acts, 
and the catholic epiſtles, and all the epiſtles of St. Paul, in the uſul 
order. The three laſt verſes of the epiftle to the Romans are Gn” 
Then follow two Synaxaria, and laſt of all the book of Revelation“ 

I have twice examined the whole manuſcript, in order to be more 7 | 
tain. The manuſcript, quoted by Le Long as Codex 2440, WOE 
preſent is noted 209, contains only ſeveral ancient commentaries on 
John.* ; 

P In the third part it is not noted. 


4 In the Journal des Scavans for 1720, p. 650. Le Long J 
among the catholic epiſtles, only thoſe of St. James, St. . ep 
firſt of St. John. It appears therefore that the ſecond and t 


tles of St. John, with that of St. Jude, are wanting. 


| 
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que litera & notavit. Bibl. Reg. 2242. But Wetſtein 
divides Stephens's ſeventh manuſcript into two, to one 
of which he ſays the number 2241 belongs, to the other 
2242. For in his firſt part he ſays, codex Stephani &, 
Regius 2242 Evangelia continet, and in his ſecond part, 
Stephani &, Regius 2241, continet Acta, epiſtolas cano- 
nicas et Paulinas. Acta tamen a Stephano collata non 
ſunt. Whether Wetſtein or Le Long is miſtaken, I 
am unable to determine, but Wetſtein, in the edition 
of his Prolegomena prefixed to his Greek Teſtament, 
contradicts what he had ſaid in the firſt edition of them, 
where he writes, p. 39. Codex Regius 2242 continet 
Evangelia, epiſtolas Pauli, Jacobi, Petri, et Johannis 
primam, (therefore not all the catholic epiſtles) Ste- 
phano eſt L. Unde vero Millius compererit etiam Acta 
Apoſtolorum ut perhibet in eodem codice comprehenſa 
ele, cum apud ipſum Stephanum nullum ejus rei fir 
indicium, fateor me ignorare. I requeſted Fleiſcher 
therefore to examine this ſubject himſelf, and the an- 
ner which he gave me is the following. Codex 2242, 
n which the number is very differently written at the 
beginning, at preſent noted 49, contains the Canones 
erangeliorum, and the epiſtola Euſebu ad Carpianum, 
to which are added the four Goſpels. On the outſide 
of the volume is written tuννYνννj,ꝭ «, and in ſeveral 
ch, blaces the letter H, with a crown over it. An error 
e, derefore has been committed by thoſe who have de- 
tere (cribed this manuſcript, both in reſpect to the number 
poſe tit by which it is noted, and likewiſe in reſpeCt to its con- 
the „ tents *53, ; 1 : | 
— 202. Regius 2243, at preſent 51, Küſter's Pariſ. 2, 
tion and noted M in the firſt part of Wetſtein's. N. T., is a 
more e wanuſcript of the four Goſpels, which was given by the 
e Abbe Francois de Camps. A fac ſimile of its cha- 
ries on ers may be ſeen in Blanchini Evangeliarium quadru- 
Plex, P. I. in the fifth plate, annexed to page 492. Se- 
* Feral remarks are made in it, both in Ruſſian and Arabic, 
ane dich ſhe that it was during ſome time in the Eaft, 
il ON. nttaucon places it in the tenth century, Le Long in 
e nth, In the Cure in Actus Apoſtolorum Syriacos, , 

| § x1. 
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$ x1. I have remarked the coincidence of its reading 
with thoſe of the Syriac verſion. Küſter has added er. 
- tracts from it to Mill's edition. 
203. Regius 2244”, at preſent 50, Kiiſter's Pariſ.6, 
noted 13 in the firſt part of Wetſtein's N. T., a man 
ſcript of the four Goſpels, which, though not more a 
cient probably than the thirteenth century, is of very grea 
importance. It has the following chaſms, Matth. i. 1= 
11. 21. XXV1. 33—53. XXvii. 26—XXvili. 10. Mark i. 
to the end of the chapter, and John xxi. 2. to the end 
of the Goſpel. It has been moſt accurately deſcribed hy 
Grieſbach, in his Symbolæ, p. cliv—clxiv. whoſe ac 
count I ſhall follow, both-in this and the following ou 
nuſcript *5*. . Kiiſter gave extracts of this manulcry;, 
which Wetſtein borrowed from him, but according to 
Grieſbach they are very incomplete, for he diſcovered in 
thoſe parts which he collated, not lefs than 600 reading 
omitted by Küſter, and inſerted them in his New Te- 
tament, and Symbolæ critice. Properly ſpeaking, Gre 
bach collated only three chapters, Matth. xiti, xiv, wr 
the reſt, as he ſays himſelf, only curſorily, and many 
Paſſages, from the end of St. Luke's Goſpel throughout 
the remaining part of the manuſcript, he totally negled. 
ed. At the fame time he expreſſes a wiſh, to which | 
give my hearty aſſent, that the whole manuſcript might 
be completely and exactly collated. It is in my opinion 
of great importance, becauſe it is frequently in favout 
of readings, which are ſupported by the feweſt manu- 
ſcripts, and are yet entitled to the preference: for in- 
ſtance xrnctede, Luke xxi. 19. Wetſtein has obſeried, 
that it frequently coincides with the Leiceſtrenſis, and! 
remember to have found among his various reading 
the numbers 13 and 69 ſo often together, that by an al 
ſociation of ideas, the one naturally excites the wo 
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: r The reader muſt not ſuppoſe that the number 2244, which Err 
twice, is a miſtake, for this ſame number is found in two manu _ 
which are diſtinguiſhed by the addition of the cyphers 1. 2. 45 oh = . 
formed by Fleiſcher, whoſe account is confirmed by that ee 

Not 55, as I had written by miſtake in the third edition. 


- 


ser. v1. ISS. of the Greek Teftament. 303 


Tail mention only one inſtance, Mark xv. 36. where 
they both agree in a reading, which ſeems to be only 
an uncertain conjecture. Grieſbach has confirmed this 
agreement by many examples, but he has likewiſe pro- 
duced inſtances in which they vary. He found alſo that 
this manuſcript harmonizes in a very eminent manner 
with the quotations of Origen, which he has accurately 
collated : he refers it therefore to the Alexandrine edi- 
tion, though he ſays that it has a certain mixture of the 
Weſtern, To the arguments alleged by Grieſbach re- 
ſpecting its edition, may be added the following, which 
1s very decifive : it is the only manuſcript which has the 


Mir addition u wo HE a\þacgai urn, John XX. 16; which 
lip 1s expreſſed in the New Syriac, or Philoxenian verſion, 
9 1 that was publiſhed at Alexandria. 

ed n 204. Regius 2244 *, at preſent 55, noted 17 in the 
ung firſt part of Wetſtein's N. T., contains the four Goſpels, 
Tel. with a Latin verſion, and was written in the fifteenth 


century. That it has a Latin verſion, is aſſerted by Le 
Long, p. 180. but the ſilence of Wetſtein on this ſub- 
ect made it a matter of doubt *57, till Grieſbach had 


zhout examined the manuſcript, who relates that the Latin text 

oled- vas written earlier than the Greek, and that they fre- 

ich! quently differ from each other. Here then the Greek _ 

might text cannot have been corrupted from the Latin. Wet- 

— ſtein examined this manuſcript, but Grieſbach ſays, 
youl 


paſim tantum inſpexerat : this latter critic has given 


nanu more extracts from it, but has not regularly collated the 
or m. hole manuſcript, though he is of opinion that it de- 
erved, i frves a new collation. It is one of thoſe, to which the 
and | con of Colinæus has a great reſemblance. According 
ding, e Wetſtein, it was written by Jerom of Sparta, who was 
an dl Wring ſome time Greek Profeflor in Paris, and the pre- 
aw tor of Reuchlin and Budzus. It is true that Grieſ- 


ach could diſcover no account of Jerom as the tran- 


þ occur (ber, yet the relation of Wetſtein may very poſſibly 
uſcripts, true. 5 

zu- 7 . * 
ee 4 205. Regius 
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205. Regius 2248, at preſent 56, noted 51 in th 
third part of Wetſtein's N. T., a manuſcript of the d. 
tholic epiſtles, thoſe of St. Paul, the Acts of the Apo. 
tles, and the book of Revelation *, written by Jerom d 
Sparta, quoted by Simon for 1 John v. 7. as an evidend 
againſt that paſſage. | | 

206. Regius 2860,..at preſent 68, noted 21 in the 
firſt part of Wetſtein's N. T., contains the four Gf. 
pels, and is quoted by Simon on the ſtory of the adul. 
tereſs, John viii. | 

207. Regius 2861, at preſent 62, Stephani u, noted 
L in the firſt part of Wetſtein's N. T., contains the 
four Goſpels, with the following chaſms, Matth. iv, 1 
—v, 14. xxviii, 17. to the end of the Goſpel. Marky, 
17—30. xv, 10—20. John xxi, 15. to the end. Mil 
ſays, that it muſt contain likewiſe the Acts, or at lea 
{ome of the laſt chapters, becauſe Stephens quotes hs 
Codex » five times in this book. Yet it is certain that 
this book is not contained in the manuſcript, as appeas 
from the evidence both of Fleiſcher and Leſs *”, and 
the quotations, to which Mill alludes, were mere errta 
in the edition of Stephens. Beſide thoſe writers, whih 
have given a general account of the manuſcripts of ti 
New Teſtament, the reader will find an excellent at 
count of this in particular, drawn up by Dr. Lt, 
and inſerted in the Orient. Bibl. Vol. IX. p. 144-14] 
Grieſbach has given a ſtill more accurate account of | 
in his Symbolæ, p. bwi—cxhl. of which I have given 
abſtract in the New Orient Bibl. Vol. II. p. 24-29 * 

Simon believed this to be the moſt ancient of all th 
Codices Regii, and Wetſtein went fo far as to fuppot 
that it was one of thoſe which were collated by mY 
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r This account is given by Le Long, p. 181. It is true that Wetſte 
makes no mention of the Revelation, but this book 1s really contan ö 
in the manuſcript, though, according to Fleiſcher's account, the = 

laſt verſes are wanting . The ſame may be ſaid of the three laſt — 
of the epiſtle to tlie Romans. See ch. vi. ſect. 10. of this Introdu | 
u The figure 2361, in the Journal des Scavans 1729, mult wy 
tum, for it appears from Fleiſcher*s account, that the manuſcript 
2361 contains only the writings of Chryſoſtom. 
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e of Heraclea, in the ſeventh century, for the New Syriac 
& verlion. But that this conjecture is wholly without 
1 foundation, appears from Ridley's Diſſertation on the 
of Syriac verſions r. But however great the antiquity, to 
0 which this manuſcript may lay claim, yet Mill enter- 


tained a very indifferent opinion of the accuracy of its 
text, and Wetſtein contended that it latinized. Now 
| have frequently found it to coincide with the old Latin 
verſions, in oppoſition to the Greek text, and alſo with 
the Syriac verſion, of which I have given examples in 
the Curæ in Actus Apoſtolorum Syriacos, S xi. p. 187. 
But I have obſerved“, on the other hand, an example 
of coincidence with the Coptic verſion, Luke xxiv. 17. 
In an evident correction of the text, which is found in 
0 other manuſcript : and Luke xx. 42. it has, in 
onjunction with the Coptic and the Vulgate, - «5 2m 
Dara) O'8, inſtead of ev TH Baoinex oe. To this may 
de added, that Grieſbach has found no manuſcript that 
armonizes in a greater degree with the Alexandrine 
tion, ana eſpecially with the readings of Origen. 
ence it follows, that this manuſcript cannot have been 
which tered from the Latin. It appears rather to contain a 


of thi aplody of readings, unleſs we have recourſe to the hy- 
nt 7 theſis, that it contains a very great number of ancient 
. Lets aungs, which we find ſcattered in different manu- 


—14] pts, and different verſions. Grieſbach, who has ex- 


nt of it ned it the moſt accurately, conſectures that the 
ven it made uſe of ſeveral manuſcripts, and that he 
29 metimes corrected the readings of one, from thoſe of 


f all tht other. See his Symbolæ, p. lxx. To enable the 
ſuppcke naler to judge for himſelf, I will ſubjoin a few of its 
Thoms racderiſtic readi ngs. 5 | 5 | 
atth. Xxii. 16. it has Aeyourac for AED, which 
at Wetken 17 to be an evident grammatical correction: but ir 
y contain Kewile found in the Codex Colbertinus 6043. 

t, the eig ark x1. 8. it is the only manuſcript that has eyeus 
e laſt vel f ew, Which is undoubtedly a falſe, though very 
ola Fen: Alcxandrine reading. I call it Alexandrine, be- 


| | | cauſe 
aſcript : * Ch. vi. ſect. 13. | 
Vor. II. U 
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cauſe it is found not only in the Coptic verſion, but in 
the New Syriac ***, which was publiſhed at Alexandru, 
and corrected from Alexandrine manuſcripts. 

Luke iii. 1. it has a very remarkable reading. The 
common text is Su d Tg cd ory TET 6% 0,970; THF 
ITvgains xa; Toaxwurides Kwong, xa Avoavy Th; Abi * 
rer α Au , where the laſt TETE&%EX,&VT05 appears to me to 
be ſpurious, for Lyſanias was no longer alive at thi 
time, and the city, which was formerly called after hi 


name, Abila Lylanie, and afterwards oo; Zips, be. BW; 
longed to Philip. See Joſephi Antiquit. xv. 1. xi V 
11. 4. I would therefore explain the paſſage, Whik 'K 


Philip was Tetrarch of Iturza, Trachonitis, and the hold 
Abilene of Lyſanias **3,” The ſuſpicious word 2 
Xvvrog, at the end of the ſentence, is omitted in th 
manuſcript alone, and, what is a fingular circumſtinc: 
we find the two firſt letters TE, but not the following“, 
as if the tranſcriber had begun to write the word, but 


had deſiſted, in conſequence of having found in anot ref 
manuſcript, that the word was omitted. Luke x. 42. 1Mncir 
has a reading which is moſt probably genuine, though 
{upported by the authority of only a few manuſcripts en. 
ALY WU 0s £501 Xe, 1 £v0g, which cannot be termed a h. | 

tinizing reading, as it is found in Origen, in the men 
and in the Coptic verſions, and the whole patlage ! hin 
omitted in ſeveral of the old Latin verſions. Luke V crip 
2—4. it is one of the few, in which the Lord's Prayer: 


is written without the interpolation from St. Matthes! 
Goſpel**. Luke xi. 41. it is the only manuſcript a 
has ora for ere, but I have obſerved it in the S 0 
and ſome of the old Latin verſions . Luke xxl. 4 Peniur 
it is the only one of thoſe manuſcripts, which — v7 
the four Goſpels complete, (for in the Lectionariat | Neph 
reading is very frequent) where we find Ty 1A | 
a reading which is undoubtedly falſe, though 0 2 | wil 
as to have been quoted by Origen . Luke — 
it has, in conjunction with the Coptic and the ny 
tic T1 zona os, Which is undoubtedly à colt 

but not neceflarily from the Latin. ſc 


2770 Y 
Feu Gy 


ser. vi. MSS. of the Greek Teftament, 307 


John i. 18. it is one of thoſe two manuſcripts which 
alone have wovoyevng Neos, a reading of ſome importance, 
and confirmed by the quotations of the moſt ancient 


bons“. John x11, 2. it is the only manuſcript that has 
dur Gf, while the ſupper was preparing.“ My 
ealons for preferring this reading will be given in my 
otes to St. John's Goſpel : it is a reading, which throws 


ave found obſcure. 

Wetſtein obſerves, that the tranſcriber has diſplayed 
n ingenium luxurians,” that is, he has ventured very 
hold conjectures. Dr. Leſs obſerves, that he could diſ- 
orer no marks of it in this manuſcript, but that the 
opyiſt appears to have been extremely ignorant. Now 


ance, believe that both critics are in the right: for the waiter 
ing | tius manuſcript, who has been guilty of numberleſs 
d, but bographical errors, which Leſs has obſerved, and 


nelbach, p. Ixviii, Ixix. has confirmed by very con- 
. 4 eng examples, might have copied from a more an- 
ent manuſcript, in which theſe bold conjectures had 
ripts „en already made. | 


da |! the tranſcriber made uſe of ſeveral manuſcripts, 
e Sy rc which he ſelected readings, it follows that either 
allage! himſelf, or the writer of one of the more ancient ma- 
Luke „ npts, was a man of learning. Now Wetſtein has 
s Pra Ported his charge by not a ſingle example, and Grieſ- 
[atthevs h relates, p. Ixxv—lxxviii. that he could diſcover 
cript dae. 1 have obſerved indeed critical conjectures, which 
ne Syn not always approve, but no proofs of a © luxurians 
xx. % um. In my opinion, therefore, it is one of our 
h cont 4 I 1aluable manuſcripts. | F ; 

mati M rpdens was the firſt who collated it, but he printed 
e217 part of his extracts. Beza publiſhed, from the 


fo cen papers of Stephens, forty readings which that 
had left unprinted; among which the following 

\c Vu" merpolation deſerves attention. Mark xvi. 8. after 
correcudl % Yep, It has wavra de ra WHenYVerpmevc Toig Week Tov 
3 MATT: F tr de T&UT%, x %vT05 0 Incas 
U 2 . ct 


athers, as well as by the Syriac and the Coptic ver- 


licht on a whole paſſage, which moſt commentators 
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caro uοα % οννν XKOE * Xe duw sog EZATESEAE di ur 70 ite 1. 
aPYeprov xngvype Tis ai, Cwrnewts, But Stephens b 
exculable, becauſe this addition is carefully ſeparated 
from the text. Wetſtein collared it in 1715 more care 
fully than Stephens, yet he himſelf ſays that his collation 
was only curſory, and according to Grieſbach he has 
produced readings, which are not in the manulcryt, 
Wetſtein was at that time only twenty-two years old, 
Grieſbach has collated it more correctly, amended the 
faults of his predeceſſor, and added above a thouſand 
readings. » Whoever quotes this manuſcript therefore in 
future, muſt quote not from Wetſtein, but from Gre 
bach, who has given in his Symbolz a very complete and 
accurate collection of its various readings. 
208. Regius 2862, at preſent 83, Küſter's Pari. 
and. noted 9 in the firſt part of Wetſtein's N. IT., s 
manuſcript of the four Goſpels, written in the year 116, 
by a tranſcriber whoſe name was Solomon. 
EKüſter has printed extracts of this manuſcript, fron 
which Wetſtein concluded that the manuſcript was tk 
ſame as Stephani ig. If this be true, there muſt be a 
erratum in the edition of Stephens 1-Cor. xv. 44. wh 
the Codex ig is quoted for the reading « e ch yi 
ov, for our manuſcript has not that epiſtle; and thi 
ſuppoſition is the more credible, as the above-mention 
reading is quoted by Wetſtein from Stephani Codex # 
On the other hand, it is difficult to explain why Wa 
ſtein quotes the Codex ia, as he had never feen | 
and after all, the erratum 1s perhaps in his Aiden, 
209. Regius 2865, at preſent 91, Küſters Pall! 
noted 10 in the firſt part of Wetſtein's N. T., 53 
nuſcript of the four Goſpels, of which extracts ate foul 
in Kiiſter's edition. Grieſbach *”* refers it to the! 
teenth, or fourteenth century. It came undoubt f 
from Greece, for it appears from the ſubſcription l 
Dorotheus, natione Græcus, archiepiſcopus Met 
ſis, who was preſent at the ſynod held at Florence 
1439, with a view of uniting the Greek an 1 
churches, preſented it to the canons of that Nd 
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Kiſter's collation is not accurate, as Grieſbach has ſhewn 
by ſeveral examples, and he 1s of opinion that it deſerves 
to be collated anew. 

210. Another Regius 2865 *, at preſent 85, Küſter's 
Pani. 5, noted 12 in the firſt part of Wetſtein's N. T., 
in Grieſbach 119. It is alſo a manuſcript of the four 
Goſpels. Küſter made incomplete, but accurate ex- 
tracts from it, and added them to Mill's edition. But 
Wetſtein has created great confuſion in regard to this 
manuſcript, into which he was led by certain extracts, 
which de Mifly had made from a Codex Victorinus, 
ſuppoſed to be the ſame with Stephani Codex d. Now 
our Codex Regius 286 5, and the Codex Victorinus, are 
tro totally diſtinct manuſcripts, though their readings 
frequently coincide, which induced Wetſtein to ſuppoſe 
tem one and the ſame ; he united therefore into one 
maſs, the readings quoted by Stephens from his Codex 
i thoſe quoted by Küſter from his Parif. 5, and the 
xtacts of de Miſſy, as if they proceeded from one ma- 
tuſcript, which he has noted Codex 12, of which he has 
ſeated a long hiftory, where Grieſbach *7 ſays there are 
many errors as lines: and not contented with - this 
ponfuſion, he has added readings, which are found nei- 
er in the above-mentioned manuſcripts, nor in any 
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dex il Kher, with which we are acquainted. Whenever Wet- 
by We 1 therefore quotes his Codex 12, the evidence muſt 
ſeen i e conſidered as of no value. 


| From this perplexity we have been delivered by Grieſ- 
pal. ach, who has accurately collated both the manuſcript 
f queſtion, and the Victorinus, (which I ſhall deſcribe 


4 
5 ol 28 the title Codex Stephani 10) has deſcribed them 
| the 3: Imbols critice, p. cxhv—clu. and given ex- 
Joubi fl. ö mods in his New Teſtament, on which we 
tion, 10 On . Wetſtein contends, that Colinæus uſed 
kletelin nanuſcript for his edition: now it certainly coin- 
?Jorenc | eides 
and * ; the Pariſian library are two manuſcripts with the ſame number, 
hat Cit) they are diſtinguiſhed by the addition of the ſmaller numbers x and 

Kult Le Long quotes the firſt 2865 *, the ſecond 2865, | 
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SEC 
cides in very many readings with the Victorinus, and 2 
both of them very frequently with the edition of Coli 1 U 
næus, but which of the two were uſed by that editor, the 
or whether he uſed both, it is difficult at preſent to de to u 
termine. They are noted in Grieſbach 119 and 120 ſupp 
The former, which is the manuſcript in queſtion, he x. no 0 
fers to the twelftn century. | had 

211. Regius 2866, at preſent 71, according to Fla the 
cher, but 72 according to Grieſpach , Stephani Cs ſcrip 
dex 5, noted 7 in the firſt part of Wetſtein's N.T., foun 
a manuſcript of the four Goſpels. and 

212. Regius 2867, at preſent 84, Stephani Codex) 1s pla 
noted 4 in the firſt part of Wetſtein's N. T., is a mt the f 
muſcript of the four Goſpels, written on vellum. Fla 21 
cher ſays, on the outſide of the volume is a crowned . Noter 
In many places inciſions have been made in the leaves ſtein” 
In the Goſpel of St. John, the firſt chapter is defect cep 
as far as the 13. verſe, ud: % Jehnparar cg. the e 

213. Regius 2868, at preſent 64, Küfters Pani, þ fo thi 
noted 15 in the firſt part of Wetſtein's N. T., a beck 
neat copy of the Goſpels, which Simon ſuppoſes ms 21. 
written for the uſe of a Greek church. See his Hiſt, Hd 
Texte du N. T. ch. xiii. Extracts from it were given" ts, 
by Kiiſter. DE. Fleiſc 

214. Regius 2869, at preſent 23), Stephani Coder 1 
1e, noted 12 in the ſecond part of Wetſtein's N. I., U haun 
the third 10, in the fourth 2, contains the Acts, Epl vrt) 
tles, and Revelation *75, This account is given by We 213 
ſtein, on whom we may depend, as he has uſed e Died 
manuſcript himſelf, and collated it more accurately thi ſry 
Stephens. Fleiſcher alſo ſays exprefily, * it contains Min 
the catholic, and all the epiſtles of St. Paul, in the uſu ty þ 

order; laſt of all the Revelation of St. John“. M 115. 
had no further knowledge of it, than what he could de ted 
rive from the few extracts of Stephens, whence be (0 FA C 

jectures, $ 1175. that it was very defective, becaule 10 
found it ſeldom quoted. It ſeems that Stephens uſed! ay 
principally in the Revelation, as he had very few m a "In 
ts man! 


nuſcripts of that book. . 
| | 21 5. NS i: 1, 
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215. Regius 28707, at preſent 102, Stephani Codex 
„ noted 9 in the ſecond part of Wetſtein's N. T., in 
the third 7, is a manuſcript of the Acts and the Epiſtles, 


e to which the charge of latinizing has been laid. Mill 
20 ſuppoſed that it was likewiſe defective, for which he had 


no other reaſon, than becauſe Stephens in many places 
had given no quotations from it. But Fleiſcher gives 
the following account : © I know not why this manu- 
(ſcript has been ſuppoſed to be mutilated, for I have 
found in it no chaſms, or vacant places“. It is neatly, 
and not too cloſely written. The epiſtle to the Hebrews. 
js placed between the ſecond ro the Theſſalonians, and 
the firſt to Timothy.“ 


mt 
Neil 216. Regius 2871, at preſent 106, Stephani Codex 8, 
dF, noted ; in the firſt, ſecond, and third parts of Wer- 
eaves ſtein s N. T., contains the whole of the New Teſtament, 


axcept the Revelation. According to Fleiſcher's account 
the epiſtle to the Hebrews is placed between the ſecond 


nl, 8 to the Theflalonians, and the firſt to Timothy, after 
ech follow the Golpels *7*. 

5 WS 217. Regius 2872, at preſent 103, noted 11 in the 
it, du third part of Wetſtein's N. T., is a manuſcript of the 


Ads, and the catholic epiſtles, collated by Wetſtein. 
leiſcher ſays, that it has likewiſe all the epiſtles of St. 


Coder “, but that in the Acts of the Apoſtles, there is a 

I., alm in the ſecond chapter from e mus, v. 20. to ori 

; Epi Tt OA, v. It 15 | 
y WG-25 Regius 3424, at preſent 1195, Kiiſter's Pariſ. 4, 

ſed oed 11 in the firſt part of Wetſtein's N. T., is a ma- 

cu ent of the four Goſpels, ſuppoſed to have been writ- 

tains en m the eleventh century. Extracts were given from 

de ufa by Küſter. 

„ Mg. Regius 3424, at preſent 70, Kiiſter's Pariſ. , 
yuld de ſited 14 in the firſt part of Wetſtein's N. T., a very 
he can copy of the Goſpels *®*, ſuppoſed by Wetftein ta 
cauſe l | TY, have 
5 uſed 1 | ay bg. 2973 in the Journal des Scavans, Juin 1720, p. 650. is an 


2 Pg =- . . £7] : 
1 — to Fleiſcher : but Grieſbach expreſſes himſelf in a dubi- 
A anner, nunc 119, niſi forte nune fit 121 Matthæum, et Marcum, 

2 Lucam cum Johanne ſiſtens .“ | 
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is 

2 | have been written in the eleventh century. Others hay DW 

=. referred it to the tenth, and even to the ninth centur, eat 

bi 1 220. Regius 3425, at preſent 112, Stephani e, noted e. 

4 1 6 in the firſt, ſecond, and third parts of Wetſtein'sN.T, 

_ contains the whole of the New Teſtament, except the 

2 Revelation. The two laſt chapters of the epiſte vn. 
Titus, and the firſt half of that to Philemon, as fs 
£1% CTAGY NO TerAats, Ver. I2. Are wanting. on 

221. Reuchlini, or Capnioneus, noted 1 in the fourh he 1 

part of Wetſtein's N. T., a manuſcript of importance n 2 
biblical criticiſm, contains the book of Revelation, but ein 
it is not known where it is preſerved at preſent. At MP's 
leaſt Bengel and Wetſtein have ſought for it in vain, ba rn. 
in Durlach and in other places, where remains of Reuch- bt 
lin's library might be ſuppoſed to exiſt. The beſt d. ene 
{cription of this manuſcript, as far as could be gathered Þ Jat 
from Reuchlin's accounts, is in Bengel's Fundament here 


Eraſmus relates in his defence adverſus Stunicam, that be 


criſeos apocalyptice, ſect. 1 7 gf 


he uſed only one ſingle manuſcript of the Reyelation | 
for his edition of the New Teſtament. He has hig 0 thc 


extolled its antiquity, and has even deſcribed it as tails Foyer 
vetuſtatis, ut apoſtolorum tate ſcriptum videri polit, ſimul 
notwithſtanding it contained an expoſition of the Reit. 
lation written in the fifth, and, according to others, 0 — it 
late as the ninth century, by Andrew of Cæſaren. . d fea 
Eraſmus, in the three firſt editions of his New Teſt em 


ment, had no other Greek text of the Reyelation, be nger 
he uſed not the Complutenſian Bible before the fourt 
we may diſcover from his three firſt editions in a ger 


223 
meaſure the readings of the Codex Reuchlinianus: 7 IL 
with this view Bengel has extracted their readings in F A R 
book of Revelation. But it muſt be obſerved at 1 0 
ſame time, that no abſolute concluſion can be (121 224 
from theſe three editions to the Codex Rebel | A 


which could have only one reading in each text, 
in the editions of Eraſmus we find varicty eve 


= 


Revelation; a proof that Eraimus applied either 


n in tte tes 
hy optic 
ll On ob 


2 P. 495. of the New Edition of the Apparatus Criticus. 
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wn conjectures, or conſulted other ſources in particular 
exdings. Beſides, Eraſmus himſelf acknowledges that 


ny, 

a WR cuchlin's manuſcript had ſeveral chaſms, and that the 
at leaf in particular was wanting. In theſe caſes he 
0 made a virtue of neceſſity, and tranſlated the Latin into 


reek. 

Another manuſcript, which likewiſe derives its name 
rom Reuchlin, I have deſcribed above, N'. 38, under 
he title Baſil. B. VI. 27. | 
222. Rhodienſis, noted 50 in the ſecond part of Wet- 
ens N. T., in the third 52, is a copy of the epiſ- 
les from the iſland of Rhodes ; it is ſaid to have been 


bak rigcipally uſed in the edition of the Complutenſian 
euch ible, and 1s often quoted by Stunica as a very ancient and 
ſt de enerable manuſcript, but by Eraſmus it was ſuppoſed 
thered v hatinize. We have no complete extracts from it, but 


nerely what Stunica occaſionally quotes, who mentions 
at this is the manuſcript which the Complutenſian 


n, thi bible chiefly follows. Some critics therefore have raſhly 
cue encluded, from the readings of the Biblia Complutenſia 
biet ole of the Codex Rhodienſis, eſpecially in the con- 


5 tant overly relative to 1 John v. 7. an inference which is in- 


; poſit, miible. Unfortunately this manuſcript is no where 
Bere: Y be diſcovered ; and though it has been ſuppoſed to 
hers, ON: (fill in the library of Alcala, yet it would be in vain 
ea. MP {carch there, as Profeſſor Moldenhawer relates that 
o Teſts e manuſcripts uſed for the Complutenſian Bible are no 


on, (fo Mgr in exiſtence. More will be ſaid on this ſubject, 
the deſcription of that editiqn. | | 


n a ge 223. Roe 1, noted 49 in the firſt part of Wetſtein's 


vs; VN" . a manuſcript brought from Turkey by Sir Tho- 
in e Koe, in 1628, and preſented to the Bodleian library 


A e Oxford. Extracts were made from it by Mill. 
xe daa ?24. Roe 2, brought at the ſame time by Sir Thomas 
ana, and preſerved in the Bodleian library, noted 47 


, wheres | the ſecond part of Wetſtein's N. T., contains the 
en in hes of St. Paul. It agrees with the Syriac and the 


in obſerved likewiſe in the Codices Alex. and Ephremi. 
: e 
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be ſeen in Blanchini Evangeliarum quadruplex, P. I n 


314 MS § . of the Greek Teſtament. HAP nil. 


See Ne. 65. I have found other examples, in which 
agrees with only a few, but important manuſcripts in th 
ſupport of an unuſual reading. | 

225. Rutgerſi1, noted 99 in the firſt part of Wetſten 
N. T., is a manuſcript of the four Goſpels, quoted 
Heinſius, in his Exercitationes Sacre , from whid 
Wetſtein has borrowed his extracts. 

226. Sangermanenſis, in Mill Ger. an abbreviatin 
for Germanenſis, by others called Corbeienſis, noted} 
in the ſecond part of Wetſtein's N. T., is a Greek-Lam 
manuſcript of the epiſtles of St. Paul, from which Mi 
procured extracts? . A fac ſimile of its character my 


the laſt of the plates annexed to p. 533. Wetſtein aff 
with ſome probability, that it is a copy of the Claroma 
tanus, the text and corrections of which are here un 
ſcribed together, in ſuch a manner as frequently topr 
duce mere nonſenſe. But he has properly quoted ti 
readings of this manuſcript, though we muſt take cn 
not to conſider the Claromontanus and Sangermaneli 
as diſtinct evidence. The accurate deſcription vu a 
Dr. Leſs has given of this manuſcript, may be ſeen nn 
the Orient. Bibl. Vol. IX. p. 148—1 51. Though We 
ſtein's conjectures appear to him extremely probabl 
yet he has made the following not unimportant ohe 
tion. Rom. Xii. 11. the Claromontanus has KAIPA, Þ 
the Sangermanenſis KQ, which is an abbreviation | ac 
xvew, and in the Latin dno; whence he concludes thi 231, 
the latter is not a copy of the former alone. His who eln's | 
deſcription is worthy of attention? . It 1 evident all 
from Sabatier's Bible, that the Latin texts of the 232. 
manuſcripts are often different. 1 

227. Scaligeri, noted in the firſt part of Wetſtein * 
Evangeliſtarium 6, in the ſecond and third lect10naru lg See t 


is preſerved in the Univerſity library in Leyden, M »! 


contains leſſons from the Goſpels, Acts, Epiſtles, ". ledti 


> . 3 a eſt 
Pſalms, in Greek and Arabic, but it is imperfect 1 N — 
ſtein, who collated it in 1731, has obſerved that its * 


ings are allied to thoſe of the Coptic verſion „ n 
228, 
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228. Seidelianus, noted 48 in the ſecond part of Wet- 
deins N. T., in the third 42, and in the fourth 13, con- 
mins the Acts, Epiſtles, and Revelation. Weſtermann, 
bo collated it, and communicated the extracts to Küſter, 
timated its antiquity, though I know not on what 
rounds, at 700 years. Wetſtein obſerves, that this col- 
btion is inaccurate, and that the Revelation is the only 
ook, on which he appears to have beſtowed much dili- 
ence, Bengel procured from Weſtermann and Schmid- 
In a new and conſiderable collection of readings of this 
anuſcript, which he inſerted in his edition of the New 
's may Teſtament * ; but Wetſtein has made little uſe of theſe 


.ln additions, as appears from 2 Pet. 11. 2. This manu- 
aller ipt, with ſeveral others, was brought from the Eaſt 
om Andrew Eraſmus Seidel. Two of them will be de- 
e un bed in the ſequel under the title Codices Wolfiani ©. 

to pt 229. The five following Codices Seldeni are preſerved 
ted th 3 library in Oxford, and were collated by 
ike cat id | | 
nanen Seldeni 1, noted 53 in the firſt part of Wetſtein's N. T., 
1 an a very neatly written manuſcript of the four Goſpels, 


e ſeen d was ſuppoſed by Mill to be 400 years old. 

oh Wet 230. Seldeni 2, noted 54 in the firſt part of Wetſtein's 
roball. T., is a manuſcript of the four Goſpels, written in 
nt obe 338. It is the only MS. which has fcig for Jzipwondes, 


g, b ak v. 18. a reading found in the margin of the New 
ation f ac verſion, and taken from Alexandrine manuſcripts. 
ſudes ta 231. Seldeni 3, noted 55 in the firſt part of Wet- 
Nis wh es N. T., a more modern, but very neatly written 
idem a ulcript of the four Goſpels. 

F the U 232. Seldeni 4, an ancient, but mutilated Evangeliſta- 

| um, noted in Wetſtein's N. T. Evangeliſtarium 21. 

dein sN.! 233. Sel- 
jonarum ) Fee the laſt edition of his Apparatus Criticus, P. IV. n. ix. § 98. 
eden, al 133. where, ſpeaking in defence of his N. T. he ſays, codicis Seide- 


Ml leftiones bene multas, apud Küſterum haud obvias manui cel, 
ect. We — et Jo. Chriſtophori Schmidlini V. D. M. nunc apud 
| | ingenſes duperintendentis ſpecialis, qui Francofurti ad Viadrum 
2 elt, in acceptis refero. 

here is one, which contains the Goſpel of St. John, but it has never 
A collated. See Bengel's Apparatus Criticus, p. 636, 


4 = = 
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47 6 MSS. of the Greek Teſtament. cy Ab. vill. 
233. Seldeni 5, likewiſe an ancient, but defectire m. ni 
nuſcript, noted in Wetſtein's N. T. Evangeliſtarium 22 er 
234, 235, 236, 237. Stephani Codices, from 6 tow 
This name is given to the manuſcripts, which were uf aff 


in Robert Stephens's edition of the Greek Teſtament k 
did not collate them himſelf, but his ſon Henry Stephens n t] 


who was at that time too young, too impatient, and to uc 
little experienced in criticiſm, for an undertaking of tha ri. 
nature. It appears, from the preface of Robert Stephens r 
that they were uſed in order to rectify the text of the P'-: 
two firſt editions, printed in 1 546 and 1549 ; but the l 
readings themſelves were firſt printed in the inner mem 
gin of the beautiful edition publiſhed in 1 5 50, thaugh i Nece 
is evident, from the inſpection of the margin, that it ap 


not contain all the readings of ſo many collated man | 
ſcripts. It is certain, that in thoſe Codices Stephan ny! 


which have been collated anew, many readings have been" 
diſcovered, that are not in the margin of Stephens's Gu ami 
Teſtament; but this is not wholly to be aſcribed to the an 
leſſneſs of Henry Stephens, becauſe all his extracts pt 


not printed, Beza having found among his papers a g n 
many readings, that are not in the margin of Stephens! 
edition. Another imperfection is the numerous era 
eſpecially in the letters which denote the manuſcripts 
many of which were occaſioned by the hurry of {ett per 
the preſs, the compoſitor having frequently taken fron|lnientu 
the box of types, which either preceded or followed th 
from which he ought to have taken, putting for inſtan * Fro 


inſtead of id either y or ic. In conſequence of this ni u 
accuracy, manuſeripts are often quoted for books, age 
are not contained in them, and Mill has been frequenl) * 
led into error, when he has relied on the reading Wi 0 
Stephens. ED | | . 
There is an important error of the preſs, relative "Wl... 

1 John v. 7. which has given riſe to a controverſy, U. Fan aſſ 
is not confined to that text, but has influence on RF na, 
knowledge of the Codices Stephani in general. Thru - in 
unpardonable careleſſneſs, the ſemicircle is there Ind id 


ſet, ſo that it has the appearance as if the ſeven 1 "a: ... 


wh 
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ripts quoted by Stephens, 8, e, &, J, 1, ia, , Wheel 


* ere all the manuſcripts he had of the firſt epiſtle of St. 
3 John, omitted merely the words e r veavo, yet the whole 
aſd paflage from er TW ve tO er TY Yn is wanting In them all. 
* e Long having atteſted in a letter to Martin, printed 
den che Journal des Scavans Juin 1720, that in theſe ma- 
1 oP" cripts, which are ſtill preſerved in the royal library in. 
* Paris, the whole of the following paſſage, e Tw vec, o 
hens, rarne, o Noe, XAL TO WVEU(AGY * You, X06 BT08 0b resis Ev Scl. 
{lf Los gag tic ol pag URUITES £9 TH Yu, is Wanting, Martin, 
+ th the ſecond part of his Verite du texte, 1 Jean v. 7. 


lemontree par des preuves qui font au deffus de toute 
W:ception, ch. 4, 5, 6. denied that theſe were the manu- 
cripts, which had been uſed by Stephens, though gene- 
aly ſuppoſed ſo. He has likewiſe taken great pains to 


— onvince his readers that Stephens had more than ſeven 
ag manuſcripts of the firſt epiſtle of St. John; but if we 
nit what Martin ſays to be true, it follows that the 


anuſcripts of Stephens were very different from the de- 


LY crption which has been given of them by Mill, Le 
= ong, and Wetſtein““. a 5 | 
per This controverſy renders it neceſſary to quote from 
- eo epbens's preface to the edition of 1.550, the account 
aſcrpt eich he himſelf has given of them, though it is very 
F deni perfect. Superioribus diebus . . . Novum Teſta- 
en fön dentum .... cum vetuſtiſſimis ſexdecim ſcriptis * ex- 
ed thi emplaribus 


. 885 
* * a | 
inſtan From the expreſſion ſcriptis exemplaribus, Martin attempted to 


this IN hs that Stephens had ſixteen manuſcripts beſide the Complutenſian 
cs, Which Able, not merely fifteen, as is generally ſuppoſed. Now it cannot be. 
requedl) a9 that, if we abide by this expreſſion alone, the inference deduced 
.ding) am 18 very natural: but as Stephens explains himſelf ſoon after 


nore Clearly, 


. it is certain tl 1 i 
ap in that his Codex « ſignifies the Complutenſian 


at he had only ſixteen copies, incluſive of that Bible ; an 


lative 0 Mace kae 
| rate expreſſion therefore cannot be uſed as an argument in favour 


erly, 2 n alletion which contradicts itſelf. The Greek words of Stephens 

ce on E 3 exxaidiza ae De, which he has too literally ex- 

Throug * Latin by {criptis exemplaribus ; but this is not the only in- 

ere falſel * _t he has betrayed inaccuracy and precipitation, of which we 

en mand 4 Wh marks in much more important ſubjects, both in the pre. 
a {cnt , among the yarious readings, : 
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impropriety of the other tranſlations. 
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emplaribus quanta maxima potuimus cura et diligenti 
collatum 'minore forma excudimus. Idem nunc iter 
et tertio cum u{dem collatum majoribus etiam Regis 
typis excuſum tibi offerimus . . . in margine interion Wo 
varias codicum lectiones addidimus, quarum unicuique 
numeri Græci nota ſubjuncta eſt, quæ nomen exempl- 
ris unde ſumta eſt indicet, aut exemplarium nomin, 
cum plures ſunt numeri. hs namque placuit, primo, f. 
cundo, ad ſextum decimum ufque, nomina imponere: 
ut primo? Complutenſem editionem intelligas, que olim 


ad antiquiſſima exemplaria fuit excuſa, cui certe cum no ech 
tris mirus erat in plurimis conſenſus. Secundo exem- hom 
plar vetuſtiſſimum in Italia ab amicis collatum. Teri, 

quarto, quinto, ſexto, ſeptimo, octavo, decimo, et quinto enti 
decimo, ea que ex bibliotheca Regis? habuimus. Cz- | 
tera ſunt ea, quæ undique corrogare licuit. pect 


Nox 

d As Martin grounded a former argument upon an inaccurate et- 
preſſion of Stephens, it is neceſſary to obſerve, in the preſent initanc, 
that nomen cannot be taken in that ſenſe, which would be aſcribed to 8 We 
by a careful writer. For it is natural to ſuppoſe, from this pallage Mitte 
that Stephens had given to each manuſcript a particular name; but th 
is far from being true, ſince their whole titles conſiſt merely in the Gretk 
numbers by which he noted them, and his Latin is here again a too 
literal tranſlation of what he had expreſſed better in Greek, 70. gie 


a The words primo, ſecundo, &e. are again the effect of hurry and 
careleſſneſs, as he ought to have written primum, ſecundum, or a f. 


His meaning is that « denotes the Complutenſian Bible, 8 the mall 
ſcript. collated' in Italy, &c. which he has mere clearly expreſſed 18 


 \Greek. To d d Bie Nes eri re ov Trave Turoub æ r Th. wrifafs j H 


T α reel XH * f, org 701 npETE2ING xa ra 00MM 


ovp Pure eveouer, To os G ery To w ITakig vio ru arg, any 
Candler SN To Je /, 0, f, , C, , l, ity Ta ex 715 T8 XgaTif2 NWN be 
EiArws Eggixy HH νονν⁰tǵñs BiGaoDnrn; ADH avriy; as ih 
f The reader will here obſerve that more 1s expreſſed in wy 
than in the Greek, which is to be attributed to the ſame cauſe, 4 
. ils 
s The name Henrici is expreſſed in the Greek; but its 7 
fron in the Latin has furniſhed Martin with an opportunity p an ing to 
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Now this is a very inaccurate and imperfect deſcrip- 
tion; for he has omitted to mention where nearly the 
Af of his manuſcripts were preſerved, and with regard 
po the Codices Regii, he has given no mark of diſtinc- 
jon, by which a ſubſequent critic could again diſcover 
x aſcertain them in the royal library, with any preciſion. 
will not mention the inexcuſable fault, that no notice 
as taken of the antiquity of any one of theſe manu- 
ripts, ſince the editor has not even related the books, 
zhich they contain. It ſeems as if the learned Robert 
tephens degenerated in this inſtance to a mere printer, 


II. 

tiz 

um 
g 
jon 
que 
pla- 
im, 
& 
ere: 
olim 
nol-- 


em- hom pecuniary motives induced to have his edition 
ent, ady as ſoon as poſſible, and who directing his chief 
inte ention to the beauty of the types, and the neatneſs of 
C2 e impreſſion, neglected the accuracy of a critic, not 


Rpecting fo ſevere an examination before the tribunal 
i the modern literati. Through hurry the manuſcripts 
ere badly deſcribed, and the deſcription ſtill worſe tran- 
ated into Latin; through hurry only a part of the read- 


Now 
ate ex · 
nitanes, 


ed to l os were printed in the margin, and the moſt important 
pally mitted ; and owing to the ſame haſte, the errata in the 
but tis WWWumbers were corrected with ſo much careleſſneſs, as 


ie Greek 
in a t00 
ieh 


vuld have expoſed another printer to the charge only 


Ipreſſions, 


|t appears from the preceding accounts, | 

0) That Stephens collated only ſixkeen Codices, or 
a that he has given no extracts from more than 

n. | es 

?) His Codex a is the Biblia Complutenſia. 
9 Therefore properly ſpeaking, he had only fifteen 
men copies, and Martin was miſtaken in augmenting 
number to ſixteen. For ſince the Complutenſian 
es noted Codex a, he muſt have reckoned as far 


aſe, as th Er if he had ſixteen copies, beſide that Bible; 


urry and 

or 45 g. 
ne mails 
preſſed in 
rege 
2 0MNG 
ic any 
g na he- 
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t its = | where 
ut ol e Long, 


that he quoted manuſeripts given by He II. 
thoſe of Step t 3 5 


hens muſt have been given by Francis I. 
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neglect, but Robert Stephens to that of want of fide-- 
}, as he particularly boaſts of the correctneſs of his 


neither mentioned in his preface, nor any 
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written copies, beſide the Complutenſian Bible. Bu 


tive manuſcript: he then ſought theſe charadtnſi 
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where quoted among the various readings a Codex 5 
or 17. Martin appeals" to Beza, who in the preface t 
his edition of the New Teſtament, printed in 16, 
1589, and 1598, ſpeaks of ſeventeen Codices Stephan, 
whence he argues that Stephens muſt have had fixtern 


Beza, who had in the two preceding editions ſpoken df 
twenty-five Codices Stephani, and gives a very carcle 
and falſe account of them, can hardly be admitted x 
an authentic interpreter of the words of Stephens. 
4) The above-mentioned Codices Stephani were uſed 
for the text of the two firſt editions, printed in 1;46 oul 
and 1549. | | 

e) Eight of theſe manuſcripts, namely 3, 4, 5, 6, „% 
10.15. were in the royal library in Paris. 

Now theſe eight manuſcripts have been ſought ther 
and diſcovered by Le Long. His manner of proceed: 
ing he has deſcribed in a letter to Martin, which 
printed in the Journal des Sgavans, Juin 1720, p. b4z 
He ſelected, from the readings of each manuſcript quote 
by Stephens, four, which were peculiar to each reſpec 


te 


readings among the manuſcripts, which had been in the 
library from the time of Henry II. and conſequent! 
might have been uſed by Robert Stephens. Thele wert 
eaſily diſtinguiſhed by the- H with a crown over it; the 
were eleven in number, eight of which were diſcover 
to be the Codices Stephani, as the characteriſtic reading 
above-mentioned were found in them, and in no othe 
manuſcript in the whole library. This was an eafy and 
method, as it was neceſſary to examine only eleven m 
nuſcripts; but if we had to ſearch among all the Kno 
manuſcripts, it would be difficult to aſcertain them, ee 
the data amounted to an hundred lectiones fingulars 

Though Le Long expreſſed himſelf with the urn 
clearneſs and preciſion, yet he was miſunderſtood 
Martin, whoſe adverſaries were guilty of no * | 


m. II. ch. iv. P. 


h LaVeritc du Texte, 1 Jean v. 7. demontree, To 1 


is Greek 
i See Wetſtein's Prolegomena to the firſt volume of his Gre 
ment, p. 148. 
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aſſerting that he had a very weak underſtanding. For 
he fancied in his Verite du texte, 1 Jean v. 7. demon- 
tree, p. 182—190. that the Codices Stephani were mark- 
ed in the royal library with the letters , 9, e, &c. and 
by theſe means were diſcovered by Le Long : he con- 
ietured alſo that theſe marks were made by an impoſtor. 
It never occurred to him, that, if the eight manuſcripts 
meant by Le Long were not thoſe which were uſed by 
Stephens, the ancient Codices Stephani muſt have been 
ſtolen or removed from the royal library, becauſe no other 
manufcripts of Henry II. are now diſcoverable, which 
ould poſſibly have been uſed by Stephens v. 

But Martin made other objections to Le Long's diſ- 
orery, He ſays that-Stephens's manuſcripts were not 
om the library of Henry II. but Francis I. becauſe they 
ere uſed for the firſt edition, which was publiſhed in 
546, during the life of Francis. Now this objection is 


pts of the royal library were marked with a crowned 
whether they were purchaſed by him, or by Francis I. 
hu this head Le Long ſhould have exprefled himſelf 


ly to be explained, except by one who is reſident in 
ns. I requeſted therefore Fleiſcher, during his ſtay in 
kt City to examine the ſubject more minutely, who, in 
a leter dated December 16, 1764, wrote as follows: 
xe obſerved that the Codex 2867, or Stephani Co- 
17, is marked not with a crownect H, but with a 
ned F. It is at the ſame time to be remarked, that 
don ned H on a manuſcript is no proof that is was not 
the royal library in the time of Francis I. For the 
Mucripts, as well as the printed books, are bound 
, as foon as the old binding is worn out, and on 
nen binding is marked the name of the king, who 
gied it that time. And at this very day a crowned I. 
E <quently impreſſed on ancient books, whenever 
te new bound.” | 
A lecond objection, p. 182. that Le Long found in 
br. II. | X the 
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jt no weight, if, during the reign of Henry, the manu- 


bore Clearly, as it relates to a point of hiſtory that is not 
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the royal library the fifteen manuſcripts of Stephens 
marked with the letters, 8, 7, 4, e, &c. though only 
eight had been borrowed from it, is to be aſcribed to the 
above-mentioned miſtake, Martin having imagined, tha 
theſe Greek characters were on the manuſcripts then. 
ſelves. But whoever reads with impartiality, the [our 
nal des 'Sgavans, p. 650, will perceive that Le Long 
ſpeaks only of eight manuſcripts, which he diſcovered i 
the royal library, and that the letters g, , &c. as far 
as 18, are ſimply thoſe adopted by Stephens, and thi 
they have no reference to the royal library *, 

J paſs over the objection, that in the margin of Ste 
phens's Greek Teſtament it frequently happens, that 
manuſcript is quoted in favour of a reading, which i 
found in the manuſcript produced by Le Long as therey 
ſame. For theſe quotations are to be aſcribed to the 
errors of the preſs, of which there is a remarkable n 
ſtance 1 John v. 7, where a mark of omiſſion, falfely kt 
furniſhed Martin with an opportunity of objecting t 
Le Long, that the manuſcripts which he had dilcovent 
could not be the ſame as thoſe of Stephens, becaul 
they omit more, than is marked in Stephens's text. Bu 
Le Long himſelf, through an inaccuracy in his deter] 
tion, ſupplied Martin with a pretext of making an ml 
portant objection, though the latter, by an additio 
miſtake, has. ruined two-thirds of his own argue 
He ſays, that according to Le Long's account, nonet 
the eight manuſcripts in the royal library, contain d 
Revelation, whereas Stephens has quoted in this bo 
the Codices ia, ic, and . Now the firſt and laſt 
theſe three manuſcripts have no relation to the pre 
inquiry, for Le Long never pretended that they weir! 
the royal library. But his imperfect deſcription. a 
ſecond, which, according to his account, contains 
epitres de St. Paul, qui commencent par 1a premieres 
Corinthiens, leads naturally to the ſuppoſition, that 

Codex ie has not the Revelation, whereas Stephens 
frequently quotes it in that book. It appeal, wy 
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from the more accurate examination of Wetſtein, that 
the Revelation is really contained in the manuſcript in 
queſtion. See Ne. 214, where I have given a deſcrip- 

tion of it. 5 

The moſt extraordinary objection of Martin, and 

that which moſt ſavours of partiality, is the following: 

Among the manuſcripts produced by Le Long as the 

j rery fame which Stephens had uſed, there is not one 

'« that has the text 1 John v. 7. But as this text 1s found 

that in all Stephens's editions; and in the preface to the firſt, 

which was printed in 1 546, he teſtifies himſelf, that he 

de. ſet not a ſingle letter that was not warranted by the moſt 

ie nad beſt manuſcripts“, we muſt conclude, either that 

| theſe were not the manuſcripts, which were uſed by Ste- 

phens, or that Stephens acted not like an honeſt man!.“ 

tie ss the latter will not appear extraordinary to any one 

de co knows, that he was burnt in effigy at Paris for a 

brach of honeſty, though Martin has ſtyled him, un 

in nme Tune reputation, d'honneur, et de probité. 

ce Stephens, if he had never been guilty of theft, 

vc WF cht, in an haſtily-written preface, have aſſerted a 
. 5. alhood, becauſe, like an hundred other literati, he re- 

Joſef dlefted not, at the time, that he did tranſgreſs the 

„ 1n 180045 of truth. This at leaſt is certain, that in 
Acton es, where he had leſs temptation to interpolate, 
"ounel ban in the celebrated paſſage above-mentioned, he has 
"none ned words in the text, which are warranted by no 
tan micript. We may even produce him as evidence 
this bod Gant himſelf; Rev. vii. 5, 6, 7, 8. both in the firſt and 
ad laſt urd editions of his Greek Teſtament, (I make no men- 
ne prey of the ſecond, becauſe I have it not in my poſſeſ- 
ey Were | | ſion) 


1500 
Cer) 


. N 1 | a 
Un ol Ex iis ita hune noſtrum (codicem) recen ſuimus, ut nullam om- 


Ontalle | lteram ſecus eſſe pateremur, quam plures iique meliores libri tan- 
remiere m teſtes comprobarent. 


on, chat 4 R. Eltienne a eu des Manuſerits, dans leſquels il a trouvẽ᷑ le texte 
ephem 2 ' Jean, quiil a mis dans quatre editions conſecutives, ou il n'en a 
1s, ode * zl wen a point eu, Eſtienne a eté un fourbe, un homme 
it ay dernier mepris, un infame, p. 156. 
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editions, might otherwiſe be led into error by Marti 
arguments, to which it is unbecoming a critic to IP 


ſion) he has inſerted in all theſe verſes, er ef! 
after ig x] ?eg, though in the margin of the edition d 
1550 he himſelf teſtifies, that the word ec OC 
was contained in none of his manuſcripts, from O 
eren, v. 5. to the end. He expreſſes himſelf as fol 
lows, ure evravlu, ure ev Tois ens YEY punto: To EO gay. 
oe Ev To-¹ο⁹%f NMETEROLS avTLYpuPos. Nor 1s it found in the 
Complutenſian Bible, his Codex a, and yet he preſumed 
to obtrude it on the text. A man who acts in th 
manner, would ſurely make no ſcruple to interpolat 
1 John v. 7. which is actually in the Complutenſn 
Bible, though he found it in none of his manuſcrips: 
eſpecially as the omiſſion of this paflage had brought f 
much perſecution upon Eraſmus; and Stephens, as be 
ing a bookſeller, of courſe avoided whatever might pre 
vent the ſale of his publication. The conclution there 
fore is wholly ungrounded, that the manuſcripts py 
duced by Le Long, were not the fame as thote which 
had been uſed by Stephens, becauſe they contain n 
1. John v. 7. and the argument of Martin is not tar: 
moved from a petitio principtt. 

As a knowledge of the Codices Stephani is of rel 
importance, the edition of his Greek Teſtament d 
1550, is in the hands of few, and Martin's obei,ñZ 
have never bee, examined with ſufficient coolnels, | al 
thought it a duty, which I owed the reader, to repret 
the real ſtate of this controverſy. Men of real lea 
have been guilty of miſtakes in regard to thelc manu 
ſcripts, and thoſe, who are not in poſſeſſion of Stephen 


with mere ridicule. ; 

We may aſſert therefore, that the eight manulctpl 
quoted by Stephens, as borrowed from the royal lt 
in Paris, are ſtill preſerved there; and that they a 
fame as the following, which I have above deſeribe 
under the Codices Regii, namely : 


. 
| SECT. VI. MISS. of the Greek Teftameat. 
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Of the remaining codices Stephani, we have the good 
fortune to have diſcovered the following: 

„ according to Stephens's own account, denotes not 
p written codex, but the Complutenſian Bible. 

is probably the Codex Cantabrigienſis, deſcribed 
me, Nag, £6 

7, according to Wetſtein, is the Coiſlinianus 200, 
icribed N'. 77. 


562, deſcribed Ne. 208. 


9, according to Wetſtein, is the Codex Regius 2865, 


of Len I , i "We 
Kicrived Ne. 210, but, according to Grieſbach, it 15 


t 0 | 5 : gr f 5 
voi de Codex 774, in the Library of Saint Victor, which 
nc, hall deſcribe No. 236. I am of the ſame opinion with 
2 neſdach. | | 


With reſpe& to the two laſt, we have no reaſon to be 


ani | 
= aplexed at the queſtion which Martin propoſed to Le 
Stephens LS! * How is it poſſible that manuſcripts could be 
ST ww the royal library which Stephens did not enume- 
: :o te among the eight.” For, though they are at preſent 


the royal library, they might at that time have been 


danach E of private perſons: the Codex 2862, was 
oyal lb 3 property of Petrus Stella, of whom Stephens 
hey are M j borrowed it; and the Codex 286 5, Was depo- 
. deſerve 111 the royal library fo late as the preſent century, 


"mg been before in the poſſeſſion of Teller, 

_ſ aiixed no number to the preceding manu- 

33 they have been already enumerated and 

N dh. But I ſhall number the four following, be- 
we of them remain undiſcovered, and there- 

+” fore 
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fore undeſcribed, and the fourth, which is the Coder 
9, was not known till diſcovered by Grieſbach. 
234. Stephani i, noted 10, in the ſecond part of 
Wetſtein's N. T. in the third 8, contained, undoubt. 
edly, the Acts of the Apoſtles and the Epiſtles, for in 
theſe books it is quoted by Stephens nearly 400 times, 
as we are aſſured by Mill. Whether it contained more 
books of the New Teſtament, I am unable to determine 
Mill ſuppoſed, that it had likewiſe a fragment of $: 
Matthew's Goſpel, and a leaf of St. John's Goſpel, be 
caule Stephens has quoted it, Matth. x. 8, 10. i. z. 
John ii. 17. but in no other paſſage of the four Goipes 
Wetſtein, on the contrary, denies that it contained ay 
ſuch fragments, and the queſtion can be determi 
with no certainty, till the manuſcript itſelf be diſcover, 
for theſe four quotations are very poſſibly errata, 2a 
different manuſcripts may be meant where we find « 
in the margin of his Greex Teſtament . On the othe! 
hand, it is poſſible that the Codex ia, contained the fo 
Goſpels complete, and that the fewneſs of the exe 
is to be aſcribed either to the negligence of the coli 
tion, or the neglect to print the whole of the extra 
which the younger Stephens had made, of which 8 
find an inſtance in the manuſcript deſcribed N'. 20 
Stephens has once quoted this manuſcript in the ks 
velation, for the reading Teooexumoay Ty new, In th 
dative, ch. xiii. 4, but I would rather ſubſcribe to Mi 
opinion, and believe this to be an error of the pr 
than conclude with Martin, that the manuſcript 0d 
tained the Revelation, and therefore the whole of ; 
New Teftament, which is found complete in Ve!) 
manuſcripts. Eſtius and Mill were of opinion, 12 
manuſcript latinized, and Wetſtein ſuppoſed it to | 
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m This is very probably the caſe John ii. 17. where W 
the following manuſcripts, 7. J, l . & u, "os if, 5 eh: oug 
gart] but as this reading is in the Complutenſian Bib ye = 
to have quoted Codex &', and it is highly probable 10 e Jing 
either of the writer or the printer, for a, The three ot * r wh 
this paſſage are likewiſe found in the Complutenſian Bible, 

g Stephens has quoted & 2 as well as EY 


* 
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one of thoſe, which Colinæus uſed for his edition of the 
Greek Teſtament. | | | 

As Wetſtein has neither collated, nor even ſeen this 
manuſcript, 1t 1s extraordinary that he ſhould quote it, 
1 Cor. xv. 44. where Stephens has no reference to this, but 
quotes his Codex g. Is this an error of the preſs, ariſing 
from Weſtein's inattention, in addition to what pro- 
ceeded ſrom the neglect of Stephens? If this be true, 
how inaccurate are two critics, who ſo much boaſted of 
correctneſs, and how great 1s the neceſſity of new edi- 
10ns. | 


Wetſtein's N. T., in the third 9, contains the Acts and 
be Epiſtles, in which Le Long, in the above- quoted 
alſage of the Journal des Sgavans, Tuppoſes, that the 
urd of St. John and that of St. Jude are wanting. But 
s he neither did, nor could find this manuſcript in the 
pjal library, ſince Stephens quotes it as not being a Co- 
ex Regius, the conjecture is founded merely on the 


gi rcumſtance, that Stephens has never quoted his Codex 
_ UI epiſtles. Mill has remarked, that in the 
«xtra & it harmonizes ſeldom, but in the Epiſtles frequent- 
uch vn” with the Vulgate. 


236. Stephani id, in the library of St. Victor Codex. 
14 noted 12 in the firſt part of Wetſtein's N. T., 
aol he is very confuſed in regard to this manuſctipt, 
0 M id in Grieſbach Codex 120. The laſt mentioned 
duc, who has deſcribed it in his Symbolæ, p. cl—clii. 

Ws rcters it to the thirteenth century, is the firſt who 
N of vin Pren a clear account of it. It contained originally 
den E bor Goſpels, but the leaves, on which that of St. 
uk was written, are loſt, and there remains only the 

re of the Evangeliſt, immediately after which fol- 

þ the Golpel of St Luke, without a picture of that 
ageliſt. The firſt leaf of St. John's Gofpel is alſo 
pct s., Theſe are evident tokens of its being Stephani 


Fu * , not to mention the ſimilarity of the readings, 
big * ane has never quoted his d in the Goſpel of St. 
er e ll conjectures that it contained likewiſe a 


* 4 leaf 


235. Stephani iy, noted 11 in the ſecond part of 
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leaf of the Acts, and allo of 2 Pet. i. becauſe Stephen, 
Acts x. 6. quotes ty, , which 1s perhaps an ertatun, 
for iy, 9, and 2 Pet. 1. 4. again quotes 1d. In the fit. Lu 
Mill has undoubtedly ventured a falſe conjecture, and the! 
the ſecand muſt be an error of the preſs, becauſe Grit. tern 
bach could diſcover no ſuch fragment in this mans 
ſcript, though he found in it ſome leaves of an Evangs 
liarium, p. 73—80, and 89—109. Wetſtein found i 
De Miſſy's library, extracts from this manuſcript, under 
the title Victorianus, which he very unfortunately united 
into one maſs, not only with Küſter's extracts from hy 
Pariſinus 5, deſcribed above Ne. 210, ſuppoſing them ou 


to be one and the ſame, but alſo with extracts from erſi 
another manuſcript, fo that the readings quoted in Meth 
item's edition, from the Codex 12, are of no val 

Grieſbach has given very accurate extracts from it, und" |: 


the title Codex 120. It harmonizes with the Ribe. 
2244, deſcribed above No. 204, with the Regus 200 


deſcribed Ne. 210, and with the edition of Colinzus. ſeave 

237. Stephani g, noted 3 in the fourth par © 23 
Weſtein's N. T. All that we can affirm with certan ent 
of this manuſcript is, that it contained the book of een 
velation, in which Stephens very frequently quotes t bes 
far as the middle of the book, and a chapter or M0 
further: but toward the end, theſe frequent referent at 
ceaſe, for after ch. xvii. 8. where he has quoted a er 


ga for nee egi, as far as ch. xx. 3, it 18 not OF * Al 
mentioned, and from this verſe, where : use 15 que 
for ene, no notice is taken of it to the end of tl | 
book. Theſe omiſſions may be aſcribed either to chan ole 
in the manuſcript, or to the neglect of the editor. 0Ppe 
Long has very falſely deſcribed this manuſcript, mY dir 
attributed to it les Evangiles de St. Luc, et de d. Jeal lt; 
but he makes no mention of the Revelation, wig 
his adverſary Martin, for whom he attempted to 0 
difficulties, an opportunity of raiſing new objc-10” 

Whether this manuſcript, which is quoted Luke lth 
30, 67. 2 Cor. xii, 11, 1 Tim. ili. 3, contained the | 
of the New Teſtament, and whether the infrequend)} de m 
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the quotations is to be aſcribed to the neglect of Ste- 
hens; whether it contained only ſingle leaves of St. 


bid 


ens, 
un, 


kt Luke's Goſpel, and the Epiſtles; or laſtly, whether 
and theſe three quotations are mere errata, can never be de- 
el. termined till we have diſcovered the manutcript itſelf. 


The long and tedious deſcription, that has here been 
gen of the Codices Stephani, which to many readers 
will appear ſuperfluous, though others will conſider it as 
ndifpenſably neceſſary, might have been avoided, if 


land 
ans 
nd u 


Under 


unte dtephens himſelf had taken the pains, to give an accurate 
m bs elcrption of his manuſcripts. Inſtead of doubt, we 
den ſhould then have certainty, and the numerous contro- 
; fron ertes would have been avoided, relative to the readings 


\ Wet: 


ff theſe manuſcripts; which, in reference to the ſingle 


val ext 1 John v. 7. have filled as many ſheets, as compoſe 
„ ns large and ſplendid edition of the Greek Teſtament. 
Reon! hcle are inconveniences to which poſterity is unavoid- 
15 2805 aby expoſed, when a critic, through hurry or neglect, 
_ ares his labours incomplete. 

part 238-242 Codices Thome Heracleenſis. I have 
certain entioned above, ch. vu. ſect. 11. that Thomas of 
c of REF "eraclea, in the beginning of the fixth century“, pub- 
otes it bed a new and corrected edition of the ſecond Syriac 
r or eon, which is commonly called the Philoxenian. For 
referende at purpoſe he made uſe of ſeveral Greek manuſcripts, 
| x31 erred at that time in the monaſtery of St. Antony, 
not 000 Alexandria, and added their readings to the Syriac 
is qu. A complete deſcription of them may be ſeen in 
nd of tl dey's Diflertatio de Syriacarum, N. T. verſionum 
to chall dole atque uſu, ſect. 1 1. and 13. He has added a 
litor. per plate, repreſenting the Syriac text with the Greek 
pt, hun dings. 

e St. Jen |t appears from this diſſertation, that Thomas, ac- 
which ging to his own ſubſcription *?, collated for the 
ed to b zopels two, ar as it ſtands in other copies of this edi- 
yeciions- e three manuſcripts. In the Acts of the Apoſtles 
Luke WE the catholic epiſtles, he had only one manuſcript: 
d the Wy the epiſtles of St. Paul, at leaſt two, as appcars from 
Frequene! + marginal note to Phil, iii. 18, but whether the num- 


ber. 
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ber was confined to two only, Ridley is unable to d. 
termine, becauſe the latter part of the epiſtle to th 
Hebrews, and with 1t the ſubſcription of the editor, i 
wanting. They amount therefore, on the whole, x 
leaſt to five. This fame edition was again collate! 
by Barſalibæus, in the 12th century, with four many. 
ſcripts **. but they belong not to the preſent chapter 
becauſe they were probably Syriac. | 
As the four Goſpels of this verſion have appeared in 
print, for which we are indebted to Profeſſor White, | 
am able to deſcribe them more particularly, which | 
ought not to neglect, as it may ſpare my readers fone 
trouble in the uſe of this publication. Moſt of the 
Greek words, which are written in the margin, are ndt 
various readings, but expreſs only in Greek character OI 
the word tranſlated or adopted in the Syriac, whether a 
proper name or an appellative, which appeared of in- 
portance to the tranſlator or the editor, who was ex- 
tremely partial to the Greek. Theſe Greek words ar 
ſometimes in Ridley's manuſcript very unorthographi- 
cally written, the moſt frequent errors being ſuch Mi + 
ariſe from the Itaciſm ; in other manuſcripts are found... | 
ſill greater errors, the copyiſts, though acquainted with 
Syriac, being ignorant of Greek. The few followng 
examples may ſerve as a ſpecimen of theſe Greek note 
John . 42. to Je, in the margin Tov fav, V. 47 er l 
to e, xnÞas. 11. 6. to ky, vderas, and to e a1 Nous! 


ut ręenrag. V. 8. HEX ITEIAING, I 7. e. ili. 1. Med! gain t 


and a ich 
The various readings, on the contrary, are general ny Sy. 
expreſſed in Syriac, but they have not always reference 
to the collated Greek manuſcripts, but ſometime de ! wh 


| note, , the n 
1. The reading of the old Syriac verſion, thoug | 
the ſame time it might be the intention of the editor! 


ſignify, that it was allo the reading of one of the ** | 


h, 
o See the Orient. Bibl. Vol. XVI. p. 264—168, and Vol. XVII. p.120 


1335. 


VIII. 
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Ka oxandrine manuſcripts. For inſtance John i. 18. EI 
ad, unigenitus deus, a reading which might have ſtood 
Er the MSS. uſed by Thomas, though I will not poſi- 

irehy affirm it! '. Ch. m. 5. after C. wad, reſpondit 
leſus, is aded the marginal reading a> ſo, et dixit 
i. iv. 47. is the marginal reading ſon r proximus 
rat, which is in the text of the Peſhito, the reading of 
e text of the Philoxenian being [oa = futurus erat. 


red in i this laſt example, the reading only of the old Syriac 
hite, | ron could be meant, as it is difficult to comprehend 
hich | Won , the Greek reading, could be otherwiſe: 
; fome wrefſed. In collecting, therefore, readings from the 
of the mac marginal notes of the Philoxenian verſion, we 
are not Wt not always conclude that they were taken from the 


racters 
ether a 
of m. 
vas ex- 


lated Greek manuſcripts. | 

2. Some peculiarity 1n the New Syriac verſion, or an 

zplanation of ſome apparent difficulty. For inſtance, 
explanatory note is frequently added where law vita, 


rds art BS uſed. John 1. 4. the text of the Phil. verſion is 
capll-Bo od.] I. , in eo vita erat, on which we find 
ſoch e two following marginal notes, Con A law, and 
e bud ili, by which the editor intended to ſignify, 
red with Wat |; is expreſſed in Greek, by Con (gen) in the fin- 
ollow1g ular, and that the plural is Zoas (Suat), that no one 
2k noed imagine that the Ribbui, the ſign of the plural 
0, \. H.. was meant to convey any emphaſis, or reli- 


l 8 


ous myſtery. In like manner, ch. iii. 16. 36. we find 
ee 


gan the note CU, ſingularis eſt. Ch. i. 52. to J ad, 
lich is in the text of the Philoxenian, as well as in the 
0 Syriac, is added the marginal reading \> ſuper, be- 
uſe err is in the Greek. Ch. iii. 32. in the text is wa. - 
here the pronoun feminine is uſed neutrally, but 
Lthe margin is l. o, where the pronoun maſculine is 
Ied, which is nothing more than a different tranſlation 
[the lame Greek expreſſion o weexe, it being abſolutely + 
Woſiible in this inſtance, that the readings on eweane, 
mum We, could ever have exiſted. 
- Thomas of Heraclea lived between the years 518 
933", the manuſcripts which he uſed, even if he 
| did 


eneralh 
reference 
time & 


though 4 
> editor 10 
the Gree 
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did not endeavour to procure thoſe which were at thy 
time the moſt ancient, muſt have ſurpaſſed in Antiquih 
the oldeſt that are now extant, ſuch as the Alexandrie 
the Ephrem, and the Cambridge manuſcript: but if k 
ſelected ſuch as were at that time two or three hundred 
years old, none of our manuſcripts can be put in con 
petition with them. It is true that this high antiquy 
is no abſolute ſecurity againſt falſe and ſpurious reading; 
of which examples may be ſeen among the euch 
which have been made from them: but Wetftein lu 
to them a charge of a different nature, and contended 
that they were 1nterpolated from the Latin, a chan 
which is wholly incredible, for who could have th 
altered Greek manuſcripts in the monaſtery of St. A 
tony in Alexandria, where Latin was unknown, and 
where the church of Rome exerted no authority“ 
The. Coptic, not the Latin, is the verſion with vie 
the greateſt coincidence might be expected, and th 
is confirmed by actual experience, but no inferend 
therefore can be drawn to their diſparagement, in 
the Coptic verſion, being made from Egyptian cope 
of the Greek Teſtament, muſt neceſſarily agree wil 
Alexandrine manuſcripts. Wetſtein goes even a fit 
further, and diſcovers in the preſent age, in the ln 
ries of Europe, all thoſe manuſcripts which Thom 
collated at Alexandria, in the ſixth century. But 
unfortunately, he has diſcovered a greater number thut 
Thomas actually uſed, who collated only two, 0 * 
the utmoſt three manuſcripts of the Goſpels, where 
Wetſtein has aſſigned to him not lefs than four, f. 
Alexandrinus, Cantabrigienſis, Ephrem, and tepid 
ni 43, | 

As the preſent chapter relates to the manuſcripts 
the Greek Teſtament, and thoſe which were uſed | 
Thomas were ſuperior in point of antiquity to any i 
are now remaining, it is neceſſary to give 4 "I 
of their readings, which I will not ſelect from detacke 
paſſages, but to avoid all appearance of partial), 
examine four whole chapters of St. John's Cop 
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433 
Ch. i. 28. for E , is in the margin H Ir 

o which 1s added in Greek ev Bna g b, tv BH, u. N . 
his marginal Syriac reading, which, as written in Ridley's 
nnuſcript, appears to be an erratum for ov{a| , 18 
ge well known alteration of Origen, who corrected 
udn to BrfaGaga, Which is found in all our preſent 
ditions, And it is probable that this reading was 
don adopted in the Greek manuſcripts of Alexandria, 
hough Bethania is the reading both of the old Latin, 
nd of the Vulgate. It may be here remarked, that 
Mrs ga and Bnaviæ, for BnJabags and BnTeviz, 1s Syriac 
jronuaciation, for the Syrians pronounced ., as if it 
dere written e V. 39. for px]? on, quod di- 
tur, is the marginal reading wool; o, quod eſt, that 
, 0 554 for o AS, a reading which is found in no 
rek manuſcript, nor even in the Latin. V. 40. for 
U, et venerunt, is in the margin oa co}, venerunt 
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ority®! | - 8 
** pitur, that is, Non vv, the reading of many Greek ma- 
ind th uſcripts, and of the Coptic verſion. It is true that the 
wm Codex Vercellenfis has likewiſe this reading, but 
nt, {inc 2 be ſaid to be a latinizing reading, as it is not 
al q wanting in other Latin manuſcripts, but is found 
_ the Moſcow manuſcript noted r. | 
_— Ch. 11. 1. to the words expreſſive of Cana in Galilee, 
cde liba aided in the margin the following paſlage, 2 [ran 
\ Thom 6 . loa 2 Wo Sn doc, et vinum non ha- 
w i bant quia defecit vinum convivii, which in that place 
ber tht * to the context; and in ſmaller Syriac cha- 
_ 5 from a later hand, ſignifying that this 
s, Where is found in other copies of the Philoxenian ver- 
\ four, but in no Greek manuſcript. Wetſtein ſays, 


$ a Erw. in Latin manuſcripts, but it may be 
8 IC 3 The Ethiopic verſion has at the end 
f ae waa addition 7?. V. 8. - =? O, 
= ulerunt, agrecably to the reading of the 

verſion, and of ſeveral Greek manuſcripts, which 


d Steph 


vaſcripts e 
re uſed b 


to an} * ' ? 

a ſpecime 8 82 but this reading is neither in the Vulgate, 
m derach i + old Latin. To the Greek MSS. quoted by 
rtiality, in, may be added two Moſcow manuſcripts, which 
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no one will ſuſpect of having been corrupted from th 
Latin. V. I I. is 1. , fic crediderunt, for uu 
et crediderunt, but vr eriyevoav is in no Greek may, 
ſcript. Ver. 15. to U, flagellum, is added the mu. 
ginal reading i, quaſi, agreeably to the text of th 
Vulgate, and of ſeveral important Greek manuſeryt 
which have Toca ws Oeayeraor, but it cannot be termed 
a latinizing reading, becaule it is found in Origen, 
Ch. nl. 6. L, xo LY , which would be cxpreſel 
in Greek #x Tv vIaro; xa: tv @veuprar0s, the reading of 
Greek manuſcript now extant. V. 8. Ui E oh, at 
quo vadat, agreeably to the old and new Latin verſions, 
and the Codex Alexandrinus, which has » ws way 
This is the firſt example in favour of Wetſtein's accu 
tion. V. 11. is a reading which Wetſtein has inven 
ed, aſcribing to the margin, what & really in the tent; 
in the latter is r: Sen, that is, a odapry, which 
found in no Greek manuſcript, in the former 1s , f 
denote that it ought to be o o:Jzpev, the reading of all out 
manuſcripts, and editions. After ver. 36. is added it 
the margin ae. on Ralls| mo ze, which would, 
expreſſed in Greek by za: pera Tavrz Wapedodn o Inami 
which being found in no manuſcript, or verſion, ic ef 
dently a ſcholion, and was probably intended as ſuch, 
Ch. iv. 1. in the margin is L, Dominus, for law 
Jeſus, in the text: the former is the common reading 
the Greek manuſcripts, which have les, but the ht 
is both in the old and the new Latin verſion. V. 23 


15 92 o, that 18, EV WVEU}ALATE Tu tg, d readl 


which has no other evidence in its favour, and wh 
Wetſtein has omitted. V. 25. Sg, that is wa 
for which Wetſtein quotes ſix manuſcripts, and amen 
them the Codex Stephani a, but though he particula 


ſuſpected this manulcript, the reading in queſtion coul 


not have been taken from the Latin, becaufe it 18 foul 


in the Coptic verſion ***, and in two Moſcow mall 


ſcripts quoted by Matthäi, whereas the Codex Brin 
is the only Latin manuſcript, in which it, has wy | 
covered. V. 43. Wo, that is, xa mage i, the ray 


spe. vl. MSS. of the Greek Teſtament. Ba 335 


of the Coptic *'*, and of the old Syriac, from which the 
Philoxenian had deviated, in having ICI. V. 45. ow? 


VIn. 


1 the 
, 


nam Add, qui viderant omnia quæ fecerat, which cor- 
mu reſponds to the common Greek reading, whereas the 
of the text itſelf of the Philoxenian verſion has here no word 
cripts expreſive of wavrs. | | 

ermed It is evident from theſe examples, firſt, that the manu- 
1, ſcripts collated by Thomas had not been altered from the 
preſſe Latin verſion ; ſecondly, that they were allied to the 
> of 0 optic verſion ; thirdly, that they were not the four 
ol, atMmanuſcripts, on which Wetſtein's conjecture fell, none 
ere which have ſo many deviations in theſe few chap- 
urn ers”, and fourthly, that one of the manuſcripts col- 


accu 
invert 
ne ten; 
which is 


ted by Thomas, had probably readings of little value. 
For the firſt extracts, that were given of theſe mar- 
Anal readings of the Philoxenian verſion, we are in- 
bred to Wetſtein, who quotes them under the title 


= erfio Syriaca in margine. He took a journey to Eng- 
fall ead in 1746, in order to collate the manuſcript of 
6ded Medley, on which he beſtowed only fourteen days. It 
would b. ere to be wiſhed that he had employed the interval, 
o Ian hich he had confined within too narrow limits, in 
u, 15 0 thfully tranſcribing all the readings which had been 
as ſuch. vated by Thomas; but he appears to have been too 
for \unouine, and too partial to his favourite ſyſtem. He 
reading emplains, that after having expected to find the extracts 
che kite three or four manuſcripts, whoſe antiquity exceeded 
. fiouſand years, which might confirm the genuine 
a read ings of the Greek Teſtament, he met with the mor- 
and uh ng diſappointment of diſcovering only the readings 
8 adh the Itala, or, which he ſuppoſed to be the ſame thing, 
nd ame of the Codd. Alex. Cant. Ephr. and Stephani a7. 
,articulr | That 
ſtion coul As it may appear incredible that a critic ſhould write in this man- 
11.15 foul 5 1 vill ſubjoin Wetſtein's own words, taken from p. 112 of his Pro- 
COW man pm, Erectus fui in ſpem uno intuitu videndi tres aut quatuor 
11 due | 2 Grzcos mille annorum ætatem ſuperantes, atque genuinam lec- 
as been d em afſerturos. Quid invenerim paucis exponam,——Dici autem 


8 quam vehementer perculſus, atque ex magna ſpe deturbatus 
cum viderem pleraſque omnes iſtas variantes lectiones ex ver- 


W al hoc eſt, ut puto, ex ipſis quos ſupra deſcripſi, codicibus 
D. et L. eſſe petitas, | 


the le 
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That his extracts are neither complete, nor accurate, ap- 
pears from the preceding examples, taken from the four 
firſt chapters of St. John. 

With reſpect to the Evangeliſts, we can at preſent 
have recourſe to the ſource itſelf, ſince Profeſſor White 
has publiſhed Ridley's manuſcript, with all the ya- 
rious readings that are written in the margin. And 
thoſe who with to have complete information, mu 
have recourſe to this work, as extracts have hitherte 
been given from it in no critical edition of the Greek 
Teſtament *'*, But Ridley's manuſcript of the Philoxe 
nian verſion contains not all the various readings of the 


ollecti, 
Purth | 
tt tree 
246, 
art of 


Greek manuſcripts, which were collated by Thomas, a: | «nk 
appears from the Roman manuſcripts examined by Ad 4 ü 
ler, who found in one of them ***, Matth. xx. 28. the 4.4 
well known addition in the ninth ſection of the fixtiiR, Tor 
chapter, accompanied with the following important e u 5 
mark. In the ancient copies, (viz. of the Syriac) ti N 

15 uſually found only in the fifty-third chapter of 8 from t 
Luke, but in the Greek MSS. it is in this place allo ti 
for which reaſan it is here added.” More examples M of 
various readings, contained only in the Roman nun by 
ſcripts may be ſcen in the Orient. Bibl. Vol. XVII - } 
p. 175—178**. In ſhort, this is a ſubject in which vie ny 0 
are ſtill in a ſtate pt infancy 37. | Rs of 
243. Tigurinus, noted 56 in the ſecond part of Wei... 
ſtein's N. T., a manuſcript of the epiſtles of St. Pag eak o 
written by Zwingli in 1516, for his own private ee 
in the Greek language. Wetſtein ſuppoſes that it Min! 


copied from the firſt edition of Eraſmus. lt this opinic 
be true, I know not why he has quoted the Cod. ; 
among the other manuſeripts of the Greek Teſtamcnd,.. , 
on the other hand, if the opinion be erroneous, it is e 
traordinary that he has fo ſeldom quoted 1t * 


244. Trin. thus abbreviated and quoted by My bf ty 
manuſcript belonging to Trinity Hall in Cambridge Netlte; 
in the third part of Wetſtein's N. T. it is Lectionarum 


with the contents of which I am no further ag Keil 
than that Mill has given extracts irom it in the 5 


of St. Peter, and firſt epiſtle of St. John. 
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245. Trit. or Trithemii, noted 96 in the firſt part 
f Wetſtein's N. T., a manuſcript of the Goſpel of St. 
John, written by the celebrated Abbot Trithemius“, 
and at preſent preſerved in the Bodleian. The firſt ex- 
ds from this manuſcript were printed in the London 
Palyglot, whence they have been tranſmitted into other 
ollections. Grieſbach has again collated the third and 
purth chapters of St. John: but he relates that it is 
ct free from orthographical errors. 

246. Fragmentum Tubingenſe, noted 98 in the firſt 
wrt of Wetſtein's N. T., but he gives no account ei- 


tha er of is contents, or its collation. Now Bengel quotes 
» amentum vetuſtiſſimum in bibliotheca academiæ 
4 ubingenfis on John i. 40. 42. [yet Wetſtein, in his lift 
che 


erata, p. 219. ſays, Tubingenſe] lege Turicenſe, 
e Tigurinum canticorum Luc. 1. et ii. pſalterio lite- 


u le uncialibus ſcripto adjectorum. This is mere con- 
ug er. At preſent we have more certain accounts of 
* tom the following work, written by Profeſſor Reuſs, 
— 0 


lenption of ſeveral manuſcripts in the Univerſity li- 
ky of Tübingen, 1778 *. It is nothing more than a 
de quarto leaf of thick vellum, written on both ſides, 
ch a book- binder had placed before the works of 
ry of Nazianzus, and mutilated it in cutting the 
Rs of the volume. It contains only John i. 38—5;0. 
cen in theſe few verſes are chaſms, occaſioned by 


. Pau ful of the book-binder. 
ere . The three following manuſcripts were ori- 
in Uffenbach's library ***, but they are differently 
0p 101 er by Bengel and Wetſtein. | 
Cod. ) lnbachianus 1, as noted in the library itſelf, and 
w_ Ned by Bengel, bur Wetſtein names it Uffenba- 


> 2, and notes it in his ſecond part Cod. 53: it 

ment of the epiſtle to the Hebrews, conſiſting 
of two leaves, which Bengel ſtyles © pervetus,” 
| ſtein refers to the eleventh century. In the ſe- 
ume of the Commercium epiſtolicum Uffenba- 
m, frequent mention is made of this manuſcript, 
a Wenbach and Maius, who ſuppoſe it to be 
a Y ill 
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ſtill more ancient. It has a chaſm from ch. iv. 3. to i | 
20. and I am not certain whether the three firſt chapte ne 
are complete. It has been collated by Bengel and Wee 
ſtein. This is the only manuſcript which has xn 
Heb. ii. 9. a reading which was common even in t 

time of Origen, and which makes a total alteration Melo 
the ſenſe. This circumſtance makes it of importance bor 

Uffenbachianus 2, as noted by Bengel, but nam cat. 
by Wetſtein Uffenbachianus 1; it is noted in the ſecon 
part of his Greek Teſtament Cod. 52, in the third 4 
in the fourth 16 ; and contains the catholic epiſtles, iſs, i: 
Revelation of St. John, the epiſtles of St. Paul, Lau 
the Acts of the Apoſtles. This manuſcript has beer 
likewiſe collated both by Bengel and Wetſtein, and itn 
former has obſerved that it harmonizes with the Corel 
deſcribed Ne. 106. Wetſtein calls it Codex admod 
interpolatus. It is the only manuſcript which has « 
vw, Ephel. vi. 22. which affords an excellent mean 
if the preceding verb be divided, namely ywr: into pr. 
Te, and we read % Y re Tees vmwn . Ker th 

Uffenbachianus 3, noted 101 in the firſt part of W 
ſtein's N. T., a very modern manuſcript of the Gol 
of St. John, which Bengel ſuppoſed to have boen co no: 
from a Baſel edition, and has therefore ſeldom quod 
The extracts, which were made from it by Mans, lieu 
been communicated by Profeſſor Schultz, and pf ved x 
in the ſecond volume of the Orient. Bibl. N.. 34 be for 
appears alſo from the account which he has given 0 
that it was written by one Nicolaus, a monk of the 
naſtery of Hirſau, in the year 1 500“ 

249. Bibliothecæ S. Victoris Parifiis, num. 774 u 
by Grieſbach Cod. 120, has been deſcribed above, 
236, under the title Cod. Stephani id“. « 
250. Uſſerii 1, noted 63 in the firſt part 4 
ſtein's N. T., contains the four Goſpels. In the 01 
edition of Biſhop Fell, are found extracts from = 
nuſeript in St. Luke and St. John, but Mill has 55 
in his edition extracts from all the four Golpels, 
he had procured from Richard Bulkely. 


SE 


251. 
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251. Uſſerii 2, noted in the London Polyglot Em. 
and in the firſt part of Wetſtein's N. T. Cod. 64, is a 
Peat copy of the four Goſpels. Extracts were firſt given 
om it in the London Polyglot, where it was noted 


gelonging to Emanuel College, which I have deſcribed 
bore, N*. 61. More complete extracts were commu— 
cated to Mill by Bulkely ***. : | 
252. Codices Laurentu Valle, noted 82 in the firſt 
art of Wetſtein's N. T., in the ſecond 51, in the third 
4, in the fourth 5. | | NE 
Laurentius Valla **7 has written remarks on the Latin 
en Teſtament, in which he generally cenſures the 
tin verſion, and obſerves that this, or that reading is 
ferent in the Greek. This work, which for the time 
ben it was written, as criticiſm was at that time in its. 
hancy, has great merit, was diſcovered in a library by 
mus, who under the patronage of Chriſtopher F i. 
, protonotary to the Pope, publiſhed it in 1505, 
Ker the following title, Laurentu Vallenſis viri tam 
Ez quam latinæ linguæ peritiſſimi in latinam N. T. 
apretationem ex collatione Græcorum exemplarium 
dotationes apprimæ utiles. The opinion of Valla is 
felent of little importance: he engaged in a branch 
nerature which was entirely new, and of which he 


Lhe found in a few Greek manuſcripts, was contain- 
n all, and, if the Latin was different, that it ſhould 


Wes, which are in Mill's Prolegomena, § 1086, 
y appear to be grounded, and I would rather re- 
Lum, Matth. v. 22. with Valla, than reject it in 
mity to Mill 3**, But without entering further 


art of Wis inquiry, let us examine matters of fact, and 
o the 0! 2 readings, which he actually found in his 
On th J p pts, 1 ; | : | | 

| has inf be has no where circumſtantially deſcribed, but 
pets, Bly to the uſual practice of the learned, when cri- 


u Was in its childhood, proceeds immediately to 
e collate 


m. as making probably the firſt part of a manuſcript 


fved not the full extent: he imagined therefore that 


condemned without a further hearing. Not all the 
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collate the Latin text, with manuſcripts unknown to hi 
readers. We are ignorant therefore of the number which 
he uſed, of the books which they contained, of the ag 
in which they were written, of the library where he found 
them, and of the place where they have been ſince pre 
ſerved. It is therefore not impoſſible that we often quotz 
Vualla for a reading, which we had before quoted fro 
another manuſcript, and produce therefore the ſame evi Uh 
dence twice, under different names. He collated, and Kd | 
quoted, not only Greek, but Latin manuſcripts. As! 
is probable that they are ſtill extant, and that a parte 
them at leaſt has been conſulted, and quoted under di 
ferent names, a further deſcription would be unneceſſi 
had not the controverſy, relative to the celebrated p 0 
588. 1 John v. . occaſioned a more minute examinat en 
various manuſcripts, and among them thoſe of L 
rentius Valla, which have afforded ſubject of diſpute, 
regard to their number and contents. could 
Valla himſelf fays on Matth. xxvii. 12. tres codit N 
| Latinos, et totidem Græcos habeo, cum hæc compo | 
et nonnunquam altos codices conſulo. Now we have "ah 
reaſon to ſuppoſe that theſe included more than Bp. Ma 
Goſpels, of which he had three Greek manuſcript Coll 
his poſſeſſion, but they hardly included the whole n 
Teſtament. Nor is this account contradicted by En 
he writes on John vil. 29. quærebant eum app; ge 
dere.“ Septem Græca exemplaria legi, quorut in ling on 
ita ſcriptum eſt, ego ſcio eum, quia ab ipſo fun 
ile me miſit. Quzrebant igitur eum apprehend 
C#tera-verba abſunt, neque a Græcis exempfaribus . 
tum, ſed etiam a pleriſque latinorum. For th zen 
Valla had only three copies of the Goſpels in his, : 
poſleſſion, he might on this paſſage have conſulted f be ot 
in which the clauſe et fi dixero, quia neſcio y conta 
fimitis vobis mendax, which is added in ſeveral 


manuſcripts, was not contained. Wetſtein * Matos 
had no reaſon to aſſert that Villa wrote * y__ / : 
take for latina exemplaria, fince Valla clearly % * 


guiſhes the Latin from the ſeven Greek manu 
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nor on the other hand was Martin, with other advocates 
for 1 John v. 7. juſtified in contending that theſe 
ſeven Greek manuſcripts comprehended the whole of the 
New Teſtament. The number of manuſcripts, which 
Valla uſed of the firſt epiſtle of St. John, is not to be 
determined by the number of thoſe which he had of 
the Goſpels : the concluſions therefore of both Emlyn 
and Martin were ungrounded. 
Though the manuſcripts of Valla are not known to 
us by name, it is highly probable that many of them 
have been again collated in modern times. There is no 
raſon therefore to ſuppoſe that they contained readings, 
that are found in no manuſcript with which we are at 
pelent acquainted, and leaſt of all that they had the 
wlebrated paſſage in the firſt epiſtle of St. John, which 
n ſo many manuſcripts has been ſought in vain. But 
de advocates for this paſſage have contended, that it 
tuld not have been wanting in Valla's manuſcripts, be- 
ule he has not remarked its abſence from the Greek: 
very precarious inference, ſince it might either have 
den wanting in the Latin copy, with which he made 
de collation, or he might ſtudiouſſy have avoided a 
knak on ſo delicate and controverted a ſubject, which 
þ the more credible, as on other accounts he had been 
eatly expoſed to perſecution. This at leaſt is certain, 
Wt from this filence alone we can draw po poſitive con- 
fon, This circumſtance it would have been unneceſ- 
to mention, if the name of Valla had not been fo 
quently introduced in the controverſy relative to the 
fe: mentioned paſſage. | 
Voit js probable that the Codices Vallz have not only 
quoted in later ages under different titles, but that 
7 contain the ſame readings with the Codices Barbe- 
W, and other collections of that nature, they are at 
Nat of little importance, except in the book of Re- 
zun, of which the number of manuſcripts is ſo few, 
4 the extracts of Valla are a uſeful acceſſion. 
33. Vaticanus, noted B in the three firſt parts of 
allein s N. T. Though there are many manuſcripis 
13 ot 
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of the New Teſtament in the Vatican, ſeveral of which 
are deſcribed in Blanchini Evangeliarium quadruplex 
yet that which is noted in the Vatican library 1209, and 
from which the Septuagint was printed in the year 153 
by order of Sixtus V. 1s called in general Codex Vaticy 


nus, without any further mark of diſtinction. BP: 
This manuſcript contained originally the whole Gref 1 

Bible, including both the Old and New Teſtament, and 

in this reſpect, as well as in regard to its antiquity, ifs 8: 


reſembles none ſo much as the Codex Alexandrinus 
but no two manuſcripts are more diſſimilar in their read 
ings, at leaſt in the Old Teſtament ***. After the Gol 
pels, which are placed in the uſual order, come the A& 


acitly 
tion 


of the Apoſtles, which are immediately followed by ti anti 
ſeven catholic epiſtles: this muſt be particularly note rs 


| becauſe ſome have contended that the ſecond epiſtle c 
St. Peter, with the ſecond and third of St. John, we 
wanting. Profeſſor Hwiid, in a letter dated Rom 
April 12, 1781, aſſured me that he had ſeen the 
with his own eyes, that the ſecond epiſtle of 8 
Peter is placed fol. 1434, the ſecond of St. Joh 
fol. 1442, the third fol. 1443: then follow the ep 
tles of St. Paul, but not in the uſual brder. F 
the epiſtle to the Hebrews is placed immedaately a 
thoſe to the Theſſalonians; and it is not improbab 
that in the more ancient manuſcript, from which | 
i Cod. Vat. was copied, this epiſtle was even placed 
| fore that to the Epheſians, and immediately after 
epiſtle to the Galatians . For the epiſtles of St. F. 
are divided jnto 93 ſections: by figures written in 
margin with red ink, but the epiſtle to the Galats 
ends with 59, and that to the Epheſians begins with 
the epiſtle to the Hebrews, on the contrary, begins! 
and ends with 69. With the words pup r Jeu, Its wh 
ix. 14. the manuſcript ceaſes, the remaining leave A " 
ing loſt. There is wanting therefore not only 4 ite 
part of this epiſtle, but the epiſtles to Timothy, 1 
and Philemon, with the Revelation of St. John: 
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Probably becauſe the epiſtle to the Hebrews, as well as the 
to the Galatians, relates to the abolition of the Moſaic law. 
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this laſt book, as well as the latter part of the epiſtle to 


* the Hebrews, has been ſupplied by a modern hand in 
pr the 15th. century. In many places the faded letters 
an 


dave been alſo retouched by a modern, but careful hand; 
and when the perſon, who made theſe amendments, who 
popears to have been a man of learning, found a read- 
e Codex Vaticanus, he has noted it in the margin, and 
s generally left the text itſelf untouched, though in 
ome few examples he has ventured to eraſe? . Beſide 
Mill and Wetſtein, to whoſe Prolegomena I at all times 
Kitly refer, the reader may conſult Pfaff de variis N. T. 
&ionibus, cap. 111. p. 53.3 Hichtel's Exercitatio critica 
he antiquitate et præſtantia codicis Romani pre Alexan- 
Ino, Jen 17 34.3 and particularly the valuable accounts 
hich have been given us by Profeſſor Birch, which 
* has communicated as an eye-witneſs, and accurate 
alator of this manuſcript, and which I have printed in 


I: Orca. Bibl. Vol. XXIII. N. 351. He has given 
of berker accounts, in his Deſcription of Greek manu- 


pts of the New Teſtament *, publiſhed at Copen- 
wenn 178 5, but as this work is unintelligible to thoſe 
ders who are unacquainted with Daniſh, I hope he 
Il deliver the fame accounts in Latin, in his Prolego- 
bb do the Greek Teſtament 53, - To this learned critic 
"ht buſt be added Blanchini, who likewiſe ſpeaks as a ſaga- 

ous and faithful eye-witneſs, and has given extracts from 
We manuſcript, and a fac ſimile of its characters, in the 
St. Pe Sazlarium quadruplex, P. I. p. 493-496. Wet- 

an had not ſeen this publication when he printed his 


. megomena, he could therefore derive no advantage 
with 0 this valuable work. If the reader thinks it worth 
egins | "ule to peruſe a confutation of the falſehoods ad- 
gew, 108 iced by the celebrated, but ignorant vaunter, Ame- 
leaves WY." Who aſſerted that the Codex Vaticanus contained 


che la * v. 7. he may conſult the letters which De Miſſy, 
E | iſhed in the Journal Britannique for the latter part 
obo: WW: 1752, and the beginning of 1753. 


#18 Certain that this manuſcript ls of very high anti- 
| : ity 
as the e | , I kad 


ine in his own manuſcript, which differed from that of 
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quity, though it has been diſputed which of the two 


in this reſpect entitled to the preference, the Vatican di 
or Alexandrinus. As I have never ſeen it, I am unabe 5 | 
to take upon me the office of a judge, but thoſe why rale 
have ſeen, and examined the Vatican manuſcript, aſcrit that 
to it a greater antiquity than to the Alexandrine. I. 
characters of both manuſcripts reſemble each other, ex N 
cept that in the Cod. Alex. they are more elegantly om a lar 
ed 2s In the preface to the Roman edition of the Sip in th 
tuagint, printed in 1587, the editors even at that im for t 
aſcribed to the Vatican manuſcript an antiquity of 120 Heb: 
years: they referred it therefore to the fourth centu dn 
a period to which the advocates for its great rival rh encie 
the Codex Alexandrinus. The arguments, which h boug 
been advanced by Hichtel, though they are not conWneple 
vincing, are the following. i | ther 
a) The great ſimilarity of its characters to thoſe chan t 
the monument or pillar of Hippolytus*, which as h Mo 
died in the third century, muſt have been erected intim 
that age. | Who ir 
How great this reſemblance is, I am unable to dete Cod. 
mine, Hichtel has not repreſented it to the eye, b og 
appeals to Emanuel Schelſtraten, who again has left Or had 
written evidence on this ſubject, and all that we kno: is 
of it is from Burnet's letters, from which it appem fm 
that Schelſtraten compared the letters of the Vatican dis 
manuſcript, with thoſe on the monument of Hippoltu tte, 
and declared that they: greatly reſembled each othq So fa 
But if we admit that the ſimilarity is as great as 15 h re 
tended, the criterion is infufficient to determine the hi e Coc 
ticular century, and ſhews only in general that the n Lam 
nuſcript is very ancient 337, . | 
5) © The Goſpels are not divided in reference to me. 
canons of Euſebius, but ſimply by red figures, uni Gap. 
in the margin. The epiſtles of St. Paul are wrt thc, 
; | with ſed by 
| =—_ Ly 
r The inſcription of this monument may be ſeen in Gruten © Rrews © 
inſcriptionum, fol. 140, 147. but as it is printed in common © the Co 
characters, and is not a fac ſimile of the original, we are unable to Jv! ied not « 


of the degree of reſemblance between the characters themſelves. ons, J 
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vithout any ſeparation, in one continued ſeries, and are 
divided into 93 ſections. The epiſtle to the Hebrews 
;s placed before thoſe which are called epiſtolæ paſto- 
rales, an arrangement uſual in the time of Euſebius. 
that is, in the fourth century.” Vid. Epiphan. Here. 

2. | 
: Now this arrangement might have been retained by 
a later copyiſt, who preſerved the order which he found 
in the ancient manuſcript, from which he tranſcribed ** : 
for the figures, which are found in the epiſtle to the 
Hebrews, cannot be aſcribed to the writer of the Vati- 
cn manuſcript, but have been taken from the more 
ucient copy, the numbers of which were followed, 
though the arrangement of the epiſtles themſelves was 
eplected*.” After all, this argument of Hichtel applies 
nther to the country, or the edition of the manuſcript, 
than to the period in which it was written. 

More moderate, and perhaps more accurate, are the 
ſeniments of that great judge oſ antiquity, Montfaucon, 
wo in his Bibliotheca bibliothecarum, p. 3. refers the 
Cod. Vat. to the fifth, or ſixth century, and adds that, 
ough he had ſeen other manuſcripts of equal antiquity, 
lc had found none at the ſame time ſo complete. Blan- 
un is of the ſame opinion, for he has written over the 
Kc mile, © ſcriptus videtur ineunte ſæculo quinto :* and 
o this opinion we. are warranted, by the formation of the 
iters, to aſſent. - 1 
do far in regard to the antiquity of this manuſcript. 
s 15 h reſpect to its internal excellence “se, I prefer it to 
the pie Codex Alexandrinus, and ſhall continue to do fo, 


the mL am convinced that this preference is unjuſt. The 
| | | | text 
ce to | 'The opinion which Hichtel advances, & 20. that af. leaſt ſome of 
S, writ i Goſpels, or epiſtles in the Vatican MS. were copied immediately 
te wWitih t de Autographs, or the originals themſelves, will be hardly re- 

wWithe Fel by any one, who is acquainted with the ſubje&t. It is evident 


* 1 the numbers written in the margin, which in the epiſtle to the 
ruteri * | * correſpond not to the arrangement of the epiſtles themſelves, 
mmon Me Cod. Vat. is a copy of a more ancient manuſcript, which con- 


nable to E not lingle Goſpels, or epiſtles, but the whole canon divided into 
ſelves» us, It could therefore have been no autograph, 
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„ SE( 
text of the Septuagint is undoubtedly much purer in the ny 
Vatican, than' in the Alexandrine manuſcript, and in 
the New Teſtament, charges which have been juſtly la N 
to the latter“, have never been proved againſt the for. 7 [ 

mer. It is true that accuſations have not been wanting: Coe 
Mill and Grabe contended that it latinized, but this has ier 
never been confirmed by any ſolid argument, for it 000 
agreement in many readings with the old Latin verſions 1g 
is no proof of its having been corrupted from them. tion 
+ Wetſtein has brought ſeveral arguments againſt the tia 
purity of the Cod. Vaticanus. He appeals to Eraſmus, the ( 
who condemns many of its readings as latinizing. Bur are d 
the bare aſſertion of Eraſmus, without proof, is not to WM bir 
be admitted, eſpecially as he lived in an age when ct. WM nu 
ticiſm was in its infancy, and has too frequently deter- ne ſo 
mined in favour of thoſe readings, which are found only conte 

in the moſt modern manuſcripts. . But what Eraſmus ur 
has faid of a latinizing Vatican manuſcript, is impro- the N 
perly applied to the manuſcript in queſtion *, unleſs Era-WMpeals 
| | | mus the Ct 
1 Eraſmus, in the preface to his laſt edition of the Greek Teſtament, tn an 

has a paſſage, which is generally ſuppoſed to relate to the Codex Vat. fr, a 
eanus. He firſt aſſerts, that a manuſcript preſerved in the Vatican, an mit th: 
written in capital letters, has been altered from the Latin after the Fb. bc de 
rentine council, which was held in order to form a junction between ths 5a 
Greek and Latin churches : but he ſpeaks of it merely from hearlaf CP 
faying *© talis adhuc dicitur adſervari in bibliotheca pontificia najuſcul Correct 

deſeriptis literis.” Now it does not appear from theſe words alone tial or, as. 
he meant that Vatican manuſcript in particular, which isthe ſubjet lcrip 


our preſent inquiry, though a parallel paſſage, quoted in the third ſe 
tion of this chapter, makes it not improbable that he had it at lealt i 
view. On the other hand, unleſs he was groſſly miſtaken, he could no 
mean the Codex Vaticanus: if it be aſked what manuſcript he meant, 
he meant not this, I am unable to anſwer the-queſtion, and Blanching t 
in the note to P. I. p. 495. ſays the very ſame. Afterwards, Brain MS Wr1 
oppoſes to that, which he had before mentioned, another Vatican nter w 
nuſcript, ſaying © quod fi nos urgent authoritate Vaticanz bibliothech | 
Codex, quem ſecutus eſt in N. T. Franciſcus Cardinals quondam 1 
letanus non modo fuit ejuſdem bibliothecæ verum etiam a Leone! 
miſſus eſt, ut hoc veluti bonæ fidei exemplar imitarentur. Atqui ds 
per omnia conſentit cum mea editione. If then this manuſcript ? J 
fame as that which Leo X. ſent to Alcala, and Eraſmus has gel : 
vourable accounts of its readings, it cannot be faid to be 3 latiulzd 
manuſcript, | : 
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mus imagined that it was written after the F lorentine 
council, which if he really ſuppoſed, he was guilty of a 


ad of miſtake *®*. Wetſtein appeals alſo to an aſſertion 
for- of Bentley, who was in poſſeſſion of extracts from the 
no: Codex Vaticanus **?, and who frequently declared to his 


friends, that it agreed in almoſt all reſpe&s with the 
Codex Alexandrinus. If Bentley meant this of the read- 
ing of the Vatican MS. it is a very extraordinary aſſer- 
tion, becauſe it 1s well known that the Cod. Alex. ma- 
terially differs from moſt other manuſcripts, and that in 
the Old Teſtament at leaſt, the readings of the Vatican 
ue diametrically oppoſite to thoſe of the Alexandrine. 
But perhaps Bentley meant nothing more, than what 
muſt be ſtriking to every man, that no two manuſcripts 
ae ſo ſimilar to each other in antiquity, characters, and 
contents. But though in thoſe reſpects ſo ſimilar, yet 
n regard to their readings, they may be as diſcordant in 
the New Teſtament, as in the Old?“ . Laſtly, he ap- 
pells to Matth. v. 22. and 1 John iv. 3. in which places 
tle Cod. Vat., in conjunction with the Vulgate, omits 
un and Xeo £v o. exnnuJors, With reg to the 
lt, and moſt plauſible of theſe examples, I readily-ad- 
mit that the omiſſion of en is a fault: but if it be al- 
keed as a proof of corruption from the Latin, it muſt 
tare proceeded not from the old Latin, but from the 
rected Vulgate of Jerom, for before his time many, 
ir, as I would engage to prove, moſt=of the Latin ma- 
nulcripts had * fine cauſſa.“ But a manuſcript of ſuch 
wh antiquity will be hardly ſuſpected of having been 
ered from the Vulgate. Beſides, is it not poſſible that 
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d nd . ; 
_ be vriter of this manuſcript might have omitted en, 
anc though he had never ſeen the Latin verſion ? If it 
Fa Written in the beginning of the fifth century, the 
—_ nter was a contemporary of Jerom : and the ſame ſe- 


X principles of morality, which induced the learned 


ndam 10 at * 
er to expunge exn, and to declare: omnis iræ occaſio 


latiniz 


Leone! ̃ 

qui s pl I kur: radendum eſt ergo fine cauſſa quia ira veri 
nin ber Dei non operatur: a morality which in that age 
s given 4 Wi ely propagated in the Chriſtian world, might 


have 
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have likewiſe induced our tranſcriber to make the ſane 
omiſſion. It ſeems as if the very mention of this many. 
ſcript, of which Bentley had refuſed to communicate hi 
extracts, excited Wetſtein's indignation, of which ne 
need no other proof, than what he ſays himſelf, p. 1, 
of his Prolegomena, that he had requeſted theſe extract, 
not in the hope of diſcovering in them genuine reading, 
but merely with the view of demonſtrating that the m 
nuſcript itſelf was of no value. If this 1s not to con- 
demn unheard, and through pure prejudice, I know nc 
what deſerves the name“. 
According to the account given by Hichte, $ 14. 
the letters T7 this manuſcript are in many places faded, 
and have been retouched by a modern hand, which 
robably in ſome caſes has been productive of error. L 
ong, p. 160. of his Bibliotheca facra **, ſays, on the 
evidence of Renaudot, hic codex, in quo multa repett- 
untur manu recentiori emendata, non eſt adeo antiquu, 
nec bonz note, cum erratum ſæpe fit ab antiquari, u 
ad me ſcripſit teſtis oculatus E. R. qui eum inſpexit 
diligenter examinavit. Blanchini, who quotes this pi 
ſage, anſwers, p. 593, 594. the objections which Iz 
Long had made to its antiquity, but that the manu- 
ſcript has been corrected by a modern hand, he ſeems 
to confirm by his very ſilence, and fince Wetſtein 
confirmed the account by two other witneſſes, one "Y 
which was Schœpflin, it is no longer to be doubted” 
In the uſe therefore of extracts from the Cod. Vat. tl 
neceſſary to make an accurate diſtinction between tt 
* readings of the firſt, and thoſe of the ſecond hand. 
It is generally ſuppoſed that this manuſcript was uſt 
by the editors of the Complutenſian Bible, and even th 
this edition was almoſt entirely taken from it. This ch 
nion is grounded partly on ſeveral paſſages in the pi 


Leo X. 
diblioth 
pate,” 


faces to the Complutenſian Bible, in which the edit0 4 
boaſt of having received from the apoſtolic libra ene 
Pope Leo X. very ancient and valuable manu, * 
| Upedit 
dium, 0 


u In the preface to the N. T. they ſay, * illud lectorem ne l : 
non quævis exemplaria impretfioni huic archetypa fuiſſe, ſed n 1 
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which had afforded them great aſliſtance ©; partly on 
ſome expreſſions of Eraſmus, which are ſo conſtrued as 
if the Pope had commanded the editors of this edition 
to follow one of the beſt Vatican MSS. in particular. 
From theſe data Mill has formed a complete hiſtory of 


24. the proceedings of the Complutenſian editors, in which 
, he aſcribes to them, as matter of fact, what, in his opi- 
ngs, nion, they might or ſhould have performed : and on the 
Ma- 


ſuppoſition that they chiefly followed the Codex Vaticanus, 
he has ſelected an hundred readings, which he believed 
to have been immediately taken from it, — I will 
not poſitively affirm that he means this manuſcript in 
particular, ſince the account, which he has given in his 
Prokegomena, & 1090; is not perfectly clear; and no 
man will take the pains to follow him in this inquiry, 
becauſe he produces on mere conjecture, and without 
the leaſt evidence, four or five hundred readings as taken 
from a manuſcript, which he had never ſeen. 
[tis not impoſſible that the Cod. Vat. was in the number 
ofthoſe which were ſent to Alcala by Leo X. and even that 


* wich was particularly recommended by him: this how- 
n * wer is certain, that the Complutenſian Bible very fre- 
ch quently differs from it, and therefore that we cannot con- 
mY dude from the readings of the one to thoſe of the other. 


[relate this on the authority of Blanchini, whoſe words I 
mll fubjoin in a note“; and, as far as relates to the Sep- 
wagint, every man can determine for himſelf, by com- 
paring the Roman and Complutenfian'editions. The lat- 
tet | have frequently found more correct than the former. 
| | e 
kma emendatiſſimaque, ac tant præterea vetuſtatis, ut fidem eis abro- 
dre ne fas videatur: quz ſanctiſſimus in Chriſto pater et dominus noſter 
leo X. pontifex maximus huic inſtituto favere cupiens ex apoſtolica 
This OP! Wbliatheca edudta miſit ad Reverendiſſimum Dominum Cardinalem Hiſ- 
Kur. More paſſages may be ſeen in Wetſtein. | 
i nobis in hoc negotio maximo fuerunt adjumento, as. Cardinal 
Imenes expreſſes himſelf in the Prologue addreſſed to Leo X. | 
aſcript * Falluntur qui putant ad ſolum exemplar ex bibliotheca vatieana 
mp a Leone X. ſuam editionem exprimendum curaſſe Xime- 
cum ab ipſa ſæpiſſime, facta a nobis collatione, deflectat. 
Evangeliarium Quadruplex. P. I. p. 495. 
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The Vatican manuſcript has been collated more than 


be! 
once. Lucas of Bruges, in his edition of the four Gol. tha 
pels, has inſerted the extracts which were made by Wer- ma. 
ner of Nimuegen : it has been likewiſe quoted by An- the 
tonius Agellius and Johannes Maldonatus; and what | at 
Wetſtein could ſelect, from theſe and other publications, tio! 
may be ſeen among his various readings. The moſt long 
complete extracts were thoſt which Bentley procured; the 
and as Wetſtein could not obtain them, it were to be mer 
wiſhed that the whole collection were publiſhed . Pro- 2 
feſſor Birch has again collated it in 1781, and diſcovered firſt 
very important readings, which had been overlooked by part 
his predeceſſors, and the complete extracts which he has then 
made from it we are to expect in the Copenhagen edi- P 
tion of the Greek Teſtament. It has been mentioned many 
above, that the Abbe Spoletti deſigned to publiſh an libra 
exact impreſſion of this manuſcript, that he delivered tor nous 
that purpoſe a memorial to the Pope, but that the in. with, 
quiſition, to which the propoſal was referred, refuſed its even 
aſſent. Later accounts aſcribe the refufal to Reggio, ready 
the preſent Prefect of the Vatican; but, whatever be the who 
cauſe, it ſeems that we have little hope of ſeeing thus mark 
manuſcript in print, unleſs the Pope interpoſes his au- aco1 
thority, and appoints a committee of learned men to peak 
ſuperintend the publication. | ner, 
254. Vaticanus 165, noted 58 in the ſecond part of guilty 
Wetſtein's N. T., contains the epiſtles; but Wetſtein, to de 
though he has numbered, does not quote it. Chapt 
255. Palatino-Vaticanus, n. 171. noted 25 in the up 
fourth part of Wetſtein's N. T., is a manuſcript of the A 
whole New Teſtament, written in the beginning of the numb 
IAth. 8 Amelotte, in the French tranſlation ol * 
the New Teſtament, has quoted ſeveral of its readings, 1 V 
as far as relates to the book of Revelation; and thel 5 
have been copied by Wetſtein. SF 0 
Beſide hob: which have been here deſcribed, there ate ract; 
many manuſcripts of the Greek Teſtament preſere *. 
the Vatican. Thoſe which were collated by Caryophuus ? Dut 


have been already deſcribed under the title Codices Bar. 


berinl, 
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berini, though our accounts of them are ſo imperfect, 
that we are unable to aſcertain from what particular 
manuſcript each particular reading was ſelected. Fur- 
cher information, in regard to the Vatican manuſcripts, 
am at preſent unable to communicate, but if this edi- 
ton of my Introduction had been deferred two years 
longer, I ſhould have been able to derive aſſiſtance from 
the expected Copenhagen edition of the Greek Teſta- 


ment **?. 


256—271. Veleſiani XVI, noted Cod. 111. in the 


red fiſt part of Wetſtein's N. T., but in the three other 
by parts Werſtein has not numbered them, becauſe he held 
has them to be unworthy of quotation. | | 
el Petrus Faxard, Marquis of Velez, collated fixteen 


manuſcripts, eight of which were borrowed from the 
library of the King of Spain, and wrote from them va- 
nous readings in his copy of the Greek Teſtament, but 
without mentioning what manuſcripts in particular, or 
even how many 1n general were 1n favour of each quoted 
reading, This collection fell into the hands of Mariana, 
who found their coincidence with the Vulgate ſo re- 
markable, that they excited his ſuſpicion, of which an 


aj account may be ſeen in Wetſtein. In ſhort, Mariana 
n to ſpeaks of them in ſo doubtful and unfavourable a man- 

ner, that Wetſtein is unjuſt in ſuppoſing that he was 
rt of guilty of an impoſture*. Mariana gave the collection 
tein, e de la Cerda, who printed them in the ninety-firſt 


chapter of his Adverſaria ſacra. Frm this work they 


the tare been copied by the editors. of the London Polyglot 
f the by Amelotte, Fell, Mill, and Bengel. Wetſtein has 
F the wmbered them in his catalogue, but not quoted them. 
on of The Veleſian readings agree in almoſt all caſes with 
lings, tie Vulgate, and of thoſe examples, which differ from 
hel: e dle printed text of the Vulgate, many are found in 


m manuſcripts, as my late father has ſhewn in his 
tactatio critica de variis lectionibus N. T. caute col- 
| ligendis, 


4 Dubito utrum Mariana mal fidei, an imperitize potius poſtulandus 
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ligendis *, who has quoted paſſages for that purpoſe, from 
a manuſcript of the Latin Bible, which belonged to I. 
Ludwig. They have even manifeſt errata, which cu 
be aſcribed only to the Latin: for inſtance Luke x. 30 *o 
arab, inſtead of vroxatuy the reading of all othe 
Greek manuſcripts. Here it is evident that © ſuſcipiens 
the reading of the Vulgate, had been falſely written in 
ſome Latin manuſcript © ſuſpiciens, and that ſome per 
lon, who corrected the Greek from the Latin, altered, 
in conſequence of this erratum, vroauEu to avabimy, 
In the collection of Veleſian readings alone we find awy 
for onuperm, Acts xvii. 6. which again muſt be aſcribed 
to the Latin. The old Latin MSS. had in general d- 
bem terrarum', ſeveral © orbem* alone, which in the 
modern Vulgate has been falſely written urbem, and 
hence aroſe the Veleſian reading wow, 
Hence it follows that Velez made uſe of Greek ms 
nuſcnpts, that had been altered from the Latin *”. Bu 
it is a very extraordinary crcumſtance, that all his fi 
teen maguſcripts ſhould latinize in fo great a degree: . 
has been therefore ſuppoſed that he ſelected thoſe read- | 
ings which coincide with the Vulgate, and omitted al 
thole which differed from it. The conjecture is not im. 
probable, though it ſeems to be weakened by what m 
father has telated in the eighty-ſeventh paragraph of the 
above · mentioned differtation, that ſome of the Veleſat 
readings are found neither in the printed Vulgate, nd 
in any manuſcripts of the Latin Bible hitherto examined 
When he collected theſe examples, he had not ſeen the 
Evangeliarium Quadtuplex, for both publications . 
peared in the ſame year; it might have been therefor 
conjectured that they would be found in the manuſcript the þ 
publiſhed by Blanchini. But on a careful examination, 
I have found that ſeveral of the Veleſian readings, which 
my father could diſcover neither in the printed Vulgate, 
nor in any Latin manuſcript, are likewite wanting in tle 
E Evangeliariun 
amined, 
ſtigate 


2 & 87—90, in which the Veleſian readings are accurately ex 
and to which thoſe readers mutt have recourſe who would inve 
this ſubject. 
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Tvangeliarium Quadruplex. Matth. vi. 8. Velez has 
tre for ere, but the Vulgate, and all the other Latin ver- 

ons, quid opus ſit, in the preſent tenſe: Matth. *. 7 

elez has Kavvcxiog for As i0g, but the Latin verſions 

ave either Lebbeus,” or entirely omit the name of the 

bnoſtle : Cannæus is found in none. It is true that 

er have Cananæus, or Chananæus, but this corre- 

donds to Kavavrns, Ot to As SE. Matth. Xvi. 3. 4 Ve- 
an manuſcript omits xas Wgws, onrgev SIE. uf He. 
v4 e o up, AN Oomiſſion obſervauic neither in 
e Vulgate, nor in any old Latin verſion: ver. 6. a Veleſ. 

IS. omits avrozs, which is found in the Vulgate, and 
all Blanchini's manuſcripts. Matth. xvi. 23. a Ve- 

{ MS. omits aur after du likewiſe, in oppoſition to 

* Vulgate, and the MSS. of Blanchini: and Matth. 

9. has un for « pn, whereas the Latin verſions have 

er * niſi, or © excepta,' (cavſa adulterii). To avoid 

vlixity, I mention no more examples, and | confeſs 

it the matter is {till doubtful. | 
Wetſtein, who was at all times too much inclined to 

dect an impoſture, contends that Velez collated not 

kk, but Latin manuſcripts, a circumſtance which 

þ either unknown to Mariana, or which he has con- 
led, Further, that Mariana, who found theſe read- 
ted in the margin of the third edition of Stephens, 

lhe preface to which mention is made of ſixteen col- 
fi Greek manuſcripts, falſely aſcribed to Velez, what 
reference only to Stephens. | 
Nos the ſeveral parts of the accuſation correſpond to 

d other very imperfectly: and it is impoſſible that 
mana could miſtake the printed preface of Stephens, 
tie hand-writing of Velez. All the proofs that are 
bd by Wetſtein, in ſupport of his conjecture, amount 
thing more, than that the Veleſian manuſcripts had 
Wiltered from the Latin, not that they were them- 
8 Latin; and his firſt argument, which is drawn 
d the bad Greek obſervable in theſe readings, proves 
r gunſt Wetſtein himſelf, as it is more reaſonable 
Ke this bad Greek to an ignorant tranſcriber of 
VL, Il, 3 the 


id inveſti? 
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the middle ages, than to the Marquis of Velez. J 
objection duly weighed, I am of opinion that Vel 
actually uſed Greek manuſcripts, that ſome of them te 
been in many places altered from the Latin, and u con 
though he did not propoſe to ſele& merely ſuch read et 
as confirmed the text of the Vulgate, yet he prefer: 
in general thoſe which correſponded to it?“. 1 
272. Vignerii, noted 104 in the firſt part of Wa 
ſtein's N. T., a manuſcript of the four Goſpels, ſomi nul 
in the poſſeſſion of Vignier, and collated by Bigot. H. 
extracts were inſerted by Wetſtein in his Greek Tek 
ment. 
273. Vindobonenſis 2, noted N in the firſt pan 
Wetſtein's N. T., contains fragments of the book 
Geneſis, and the Goſpel of St. Luke, but of the lat 
only chap. xxiv. 13—21. and 39—49 ***. Welch! 
placed it in his catalogue merely on account of a f. 
reading, which Lambecius had quoted from it, iſ! to 
which Wetſtein held for a manifeſt erratum'; but! 
is not fo obvious, for the reading is very defenli 
This reading is aig tx £Emovrz, Luke XIV. ore 
and it is certain that Emmaus was not ſixty, but an os. | 
dred and fixty ſtadia from Jeruſalem, though ther WF 77 
another town of the fame name, which lay nearer. Ft of t 
my Hiſtory of the Reſurrection, p. 225—231- [1 Joh: 
treated this ſubject more at large: the reading 51 
ancient, though it is not genuine, but, as I beliir 
correction of Origen 55, of which more examples 
be given chap. x. ſe&. 3. In Blanchini Evangelianie! of 


ling, 


quadruplex, P. I. p. 501. ſome account is N * 
manuſcript, and a fac ſimile of its characters | 0 
chow, who refers this fragment to the ſeventh cent 2. exce 


has printed the whole of it in his Tentamen deſcipt 
codicum Vindobonenſium, p. 124— 127 {| n on 
274 ur char; 


\ 
o „ race 
b His words are, v. 13. pro fag; eZnxorre ſcriptum eſt 


Tor c neo, quem manifeſtum errorem etiam ille ipſe, cue . 
exaratus eſt, agnovit, ideoque ſingulis vocis tra rer literdꝰ mm 
impoſuit argentea puncta, ut ſignificaret totam illam 80 ww 
eſſe. But how did Wetſtein know that theſe points wers 

copyiſt 333 ? 
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274. Vindobonenſis 28, in Mill Vien. for Viennenſis, 
d in Maſtricht's Greek Teſtament Cæſ. for Cæſareus, 
ted 76 in the firſt part of Wetſtein's N. T., in the 
ond 49, in the third 43, contains the whole New 
eſtament, except the Revelation. It is not, as Mill 
tes, written with uncial, but with ſmall Greek let- 
„of which a fac ſimile is given in the firſt plate an- 
ed to Treſchow's Tentamen. Thoſe who refer this 
nuſcript to the tenth century, aſcribe to it the utmoſt 
iquity that can be admitted, and it is more than 
echow allows. Gerhard of Maſtricht collated this 
nuſcript in 1690, during the time that he reſided as 
Inifter at the court of Vienna. Mill, who procured 


br tnds from it without the knowledge of Maſtricht, 
e U rdes them to his countryman Aſhe, but theſe are 
Verſe ch les complete than thoſe, which were afterwards 


4 ed in Maſtricht's own edition, and thence tranſ- 
ſed to the edition of Wetſtein? :. Treſchow, though 


it, 4 

but WT" not collated this manuſcript, has yet obſerved a 
ofenſit ing, that was overlooked by Maſtricht ; his collation 
xiv. core was not perfectly exact“. 

t an 75. Vindobonenſis 29, (not 22, as in Wetſtein) 
there ES 77 in the firſt part of Wetſtein's N. T., a manu- 
el. | of the four Goſpels, brought from the library of 
1.11 Johannes Corvinus. Wetſtein quotes it on Matth. 
ing ö and for that reaſon has aſſigned it a place in his 
heli ue. Treſchow has deſcribed it in kis Tentamen, 


ze. and given extracts of its readings in the 
geln e St. Matthew. According to his deſcription, 
ren d bern corrected by four different hands, excluſive of 
il, one of which has eraſed the whole verſe - John 


th cent except aM Ew, and ſubſtituted {4% pTUEWY WES 
\e(crp0 WT” v er. ang er, A fixth has written in the 
MME 2 Matth. vi. 13. the following Latin note in 

274. characters, Nota bene, quia tuum eſt regnum, 
e tiderari in multis codicibus v. 


kr u ente 1, noted 57 in the ſecond part of 
RT. in Treichow Lambecu 1, contains 

© Greek Bible : but it is defetixe, from Rev. 
Re 7 xx. 


ujus mant | 
iS engula! 
vocem de 
ere added! 


. 


muſt wiſh that the author would devote himſelf ent 
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xx. 7. to the end-“. It was brought by Buſbeck ffn 
Conſtantinople. Wetſtein quotes it Matth. vi. 14. bu 
I am not certain whether he has ever quoted it in th 
epiſtles . It is written by four different hands, of id 
the ſame that wrote the Pentateuch wrote alſo the Ne 
Teſtament. Treſchow has given a fac fimile of all far 
deſcribed the manuſcript p. 57—61, and added extra 
from the epiſtle to the Romans ©. He is of opinion thy 
it latinizes, on which ſubject the reader may conſult m 
Orient. Bibl. Vol. VI. p. 18 . 

Theſe were all the Codices Vindobonenſes, which 
was able to deſcribe in the ſecond edition, and two et 
of theſe deſerved hardly a place in a catalogue of 
lated manuſcripts. The following have been coll 
by Mr. Treſchow, who, as well as Mr. Fleiſcher, ws 
native of Norway, and formerly one of my pupils. Al 
he had finiſhed his ſtudies, he quitted Göttingen, 4 
entered on a literary and critical journey, the reful 
which he communicated to the world in his Tent 
deſcriptionis codicum veterum aliquot Græcorum N 
Fœderis manuſcriptorum, qui in bibliotheca Czil 
Vindobonenſi aſſervantur, publiſhed at Copenhagen 
1773: fo excellent a work, that every one who reac 


to literature, and not remain ſimple miniſter of 30 
gregation; and that, inſtead of confining himfelfinC0 
hagen, he would ſpend his time, in imitatioa of | 
ſtein, in critical wanderings. The wiſh will hardl 
fulfilled, but the pleaſure, which I have derived 
two ſuch excellent. pupils as Treſchow and F let 
who reſemble each other not only as being mati 
the fame country, but as being poſſeſſed of an © 
ſhare of learning, is already great; and as I am q 
enrich this Introduction with the fruit of ther lab The . 


© As an amendment to what I have written chap. vi. ſect. 1% rel 
the poſition of the three verſes Rom. xvi. 25—27- it may be 
Treſchow, that they are wanting in this manuſcript, both * 
the fourteenth, and at the end of the ſixteenth chapter 


ror.vt, MSS. of the Greek Teſtament. 357 


nu readers will pardon me when I expreſs the ſatisfaction 
ou bict 1 bel. | 

e 27). Vindobonenſis Lambecii 34, is a manuſcript of 

A e Acts, Epiſtles, and Revelation, and was in the begin- 
F 


lng of the ſixteenth century the property of Arſenius, 
chbiſhop of Malvaſia in the Morea. Treſchow de- 
bes the manuſcript as very ancient, but this ſeems not 
) be confirmed by the characters, of which he has given 
fac ſimile. It has corrections of different kinds, and 
s probable that ſeveral of them are critical conjectures 
fa former proprietor. See the Orient. Bibl. Vol. VI. 
.19—21 5, Profeſſor Hwiid has deſcribed it ſtill 
bore accurately, and has given the moſt minute extracts 
nit in the Acts of the Apoſtles, in his Libellus cri- 
ede indole codicis Lambecii XX XIV. Havniæ 1785. 
has a great reſemblance to the Moſcow manuſcript 1. 
278. Vindobonenſis Lambecu 35, contains the Acts 
Id the Epiſtles, and was written, according to Treſ- 
low, in the twelfth century. Its readings are not im- 
mant. Many of them I have found in the Complu- 
edition, even where it is not quoted by Wetſtein. 
longs therefore to that claſs of manuſcripts, which 
fe principally uſed by the Spaniſh editors. And | 
s edition is of ſuch importance, that it is uſeful to 
ov the manuſcripts which are allied to thoſe from 
ch it was chiefly taken, whether we diſcover them in 
jan, Vienna, or in Copenhagen? . 
279. Vindobonenſis Lambecii 36, contains the ſame 
Ii as the preceding, and appears to have been writ- 
pn the eleventh, or twelfth century . 
80. Vindobonenfis Lambecii 37, contains likewiſe 
e books. Treſchow has taken from it only four- 
anous readings 568. | 
other Vienna manuſcripts, which Treſchow has 


| ded, but not collated, belong not to the preſent 
Up 6 369 O | 85 * 


el 
reſult 
ent 
im N 
Cel 
hagen 
0 real 
if entil 
of 30 
in Co 
1 0! Wl 
hardly 
jved | 
Fleib 
j nate 
f an « 
am a 
W lab 


t. 10. rela 
y he note 
th at the 
63. 


i Wakian Codices, are ſo called as having for- 
5 onged to Wake, Archbiſhop of Canterbury, 
| 73 who 
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who bequeathed them to the library of Chriſt Church 
Oxford“. | art 
That which is noted 73 in the firſt part of Wetf:in A! th 
N. T. is a manuſcript of the four Golpels, is fuppdfiſſrat 
to be 700 years old, and was a preſent from Mar 
Cordato, Prince of Wallachia. Wetſtein procured niet! 
tracts of it from John Walker. | tte 
282. Wakianus, noted 74 in the firſt part of Mine 
ſtein's N. T., a manuſcript of the four Goſpels, brou 
from mount Athos, extracts of which were commu 
cated to Wetſtein by the fame perſon. 
283. Wakn 1, noted 26 in the fourth part of N 
ſtein's N. T., contains, beſide other matters, which: 
foreign to our preſent purpoſe, the Revelation of | 
John. It was collated by Caſpar Wetſtein, and Wi u 


refers it ta the eleventh century. green 
284. Wakii 2, noted 27 in the fourth part of Vahl | 
ſtein's N. T., contains the catholic epiſtles, (with exc an, 
tion to the epiſtle of St. James, and the firſt of St. Pat IN w. 


the Revelation of St. John, all the epiſtles of St. uch 
and the Goſpels as far as Luke vi. 42. This manual 
was hkewiſe collated in the book of Revelation, by frlon 
par Wetſtein, for J. Wetſtein's edition of the 0% ben 


4 - 


Teſtament. 
285. Wheelerianus 1, noted 68 in the firſt pat" a 
Wetſtein's N. T., a manuſcript of the four Golf 
brought from the Eaſt by George Wheeler“, and of 
lated by Mill. It has a very remarkable reading Je 
Xix: 34. moge for ewfe, in which it coincides only 
the Vulgate and the New Syriac ***. : 
286. Wheelerianus 2, noted 95 in the firſt az, er 
Wetſtein's N. T., contains the Goſpel of St. Luke, | artic 
ginning with chap. xi. 2. and the Goſpel of 8. 
in which two leaves are wanting. It was collate 
Mill. gm IE Oo 
287. Wheelerianus 3, noted Lectionarium 5 
firſt part of Wetſtein's N. T., is an evangelifar " Jackf 
which was brought from the Eaſt, and collated by catalo 
| Ic is ſuppoſed to be 750 years old. Z AT 
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288. Weſtmonaſterienſis 935, noted 25 in the ſecond 
art of Wetſtein's N. T., in the third 20, a manuſcript 
the Acts and the Epiſtles, preſerved in his Majeſty's 


ee. It was collated by Wetſtein in 171678. 
* 289. Winchelſeanus, noted 106 in the firſt part of 
1 MJ" citein's N. T., a manuſcript of the four Goſpels, 


ritten in the tenth century, and the property of Lord 
Vinchelſea. It was collated by Jackſon *, whoſe ex- 
its Wetſtein inſerted in his Greek Teſtament. A re- 
rkable circumſtance is related by Wetſtein relative 
Wo this manuſcript, that an Arabic interpretation of the 
ond Tagarxevy is added Matth. xxvii. 62. and that its 
rdings agree with thofe of the Syriac verſion. I have 
made the fame obſervation in regard to ſeveral other 
januſcripts, but here we find even the cauſe of this 
reement : for it appears from the Arabic interpreta- 
lon, that the manuſcript belonged to an Arabic Chriſ- 
lan, and to the Chriſtians of the Eaſt the Syriac ver- 
dn was formerly what the Vulgate is at preſent in the 


S. ch of Rome. I have alſo diſcovered examples of 
anuco cement between this manuſcript and the New Syriac 
, by on: for inftance Mark x11. 20. de for w. It has 


general remarkable readings, which are found either 
no other manuſcript, or only in a few, but thoſe of 


it rat authority, of which the omiffion of aura, Matth. 
. Gold" 60. is an inſtance. One of its readings appears 
and q de the reſult of a correction, made to avoid an ap- 
ins nt difficulty. The common text, John xviu, 15. 
only ua e a paynras, Which is literally and the other 

Wile” but ſome have ſuppoſed this to be impoſſible, 
- pan ior that reaſon Eraſmus and Bengel have omitted 
Luke, 


6 aiicle, in order that the meaning 2 be and 
* Sr. er diſciple. The fame omiſſion 15 obſerved in this 
. e as alſo in the Codd. Alexandrinus and Can- 
6011916 8. ; ; 


n? * | g 290. Wolfin 
tan i i | 
by 1 eckſon's extracts came afterwards into the hands of de Mifly, in 
ed b atalogue of whoſe library they were numbered 1616. By whom 


"re purchaſed at de Miſſy's ſale, or where they are preſerved at 
288. VV Mt, I know not 274, n f | 


2 4 
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290. Wolfin A, noted G in the firſt part of We: 
ſtein's N. T., is a manuſcript of the four Goſpels, wich 


SEC! 


this 


of S 


the following chaſms: Matth. i, I—vi, 6. vii, 25—ij epiſt 
9. vili, 23—IX, 2. XXvili, 18—Mark i, 13. Mark i, 2 r:nt 
i, 4. xiv, 19—25. Luke i, 1—13. v, 4-vil, 3. wi, who 
46— ix, 5. xi, 29—41, Xxiv, 41. to the end of 8. ſcript 
Luke's Goſpel: John xvi, 5—19. xix, 4—27. It i Wet. 
at preſent in the Britiſh Muſeum, where it 1s note Gree 
Harleianus 5684. Wolf publiſhed the extracts of thi Was v 
manuſcript in the third volume of his Anecdota, bu bperſo. 
Grieſbach, on collating Matth. vi, 6—1x, 18. found t N. 2 
ſeveral readings had been overlooked. Sce his Symb rery i 
Criticæ, p. Ixiv-Ixvi. | 
291. Wolfii B, noted H in the firſt part of Wetſten 
N. T., is a manuſcript of the four Goſpels, with th 
following chaſms : Matth. i, 1—xv, 30. xxy, zun Fro 
3. Mark xv, 44—xv1, 14. Luke v, 18—33. vi, 8—1} the G 
x, 2—19. John ix, 3z0—x, 25. xvill, 2—25. xx, sto 
—2 * | TE New 
The two laſt- mentioned manuſcripts were broug contai. 
from the Eaſt by Eraſmus Seidel, after whoſe dae b 
they were purchaſed by La Croze*, and preſented re b 
J. C. Wolf of Hamburg. The latter collated then iis ki 
and publiſhed their extracts in the third volume of erte 
Anecdota ſacra et profana, in the preface to which vl avo 
he has given a deſcription of them, and refers them bal t be 
to the eighth century. Wetſtein inſerted the extra ane 
in his collection of various readings, omitting 101 diffz 
thoſe which he held to be errata, for inſtance x74 Wl to 
gurt for Burronoynonre, Matth. V1. 7. _— | kTedl t 
292. Wolfi, or Jacobi Fabri Daventrienſis, 20 On 
90 in the firſt part of Wetſtein's N. T., in the third 4] a the p 
contains the following books of the New Fellaman | Ta 
Is | | in 
3 ad wh; 
© Wolf does not mention la Croze by name in the preface © ut, thi 
Anecdota,' but deſcribes him only as amicus integerrimus, Kc. bur þ f 
he meant la Croze, is evident from the Theſaurus epiſtolicus 1 . 
anus, Tom. II. p. 142. CPR) Ein 
85 | | fo; ll Ucod1 


f Wetſtein has omitted it in the ſecond part of his N. T., 
Jam unable to aſſign a reaſon. 
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this order, John, Luke, Matthew, Mark, the epiſtles 
of St. Paul, the Acts, and the catholic epiſtles: the 
epiſtle of St. Jude is written twice, and from two diffe- 
rent copies. The writer is John Faber of Daventer, 
«ho copied it in the fixteenth century, from a manu- 


97 
595 


vil, 


ct written in the year 1293. It was purchaſed® by 
1 Wetſtein out of Wolf's library, and collated for his 
Gene Greek Teſtament. The ancient manuſcript of 1293 
ss written on mount Athos, by Theodore, the ſame 


x:rſon who wrote the Codex Wakianus, deſcribed above 
V. 282, which is the reaſon that theſe two manuſcripts 
rery frequently agree“. 


but 
| that 
wol 


ſtein 
h the 
ANI 
—23 
FN, | 


RS — 


From the preceding catalogue of the manuſcripts of 
the Greek Teſtament, | would recommend to my read- 
es to make another in reference to each book of the 
New Teſtament, noting thoſe in which each book is 
contained, and at the fame time diſtinguiſhing ſuch as 
tare been only ſuperficially examined, from thoſe which 
tare been carefully collated. Without a catalogue of 
this kind, they will be unable, on conſulting Mill, or 
Metſtein, to judge of the proportion of the manuſcripts 
avour of a reading, to thoſe which decide againſt it. 
lt be aſked why I have not executed the taſk myſelf, 
aner, becauſe I am . apprehenſive that many might 
& diffacisfied with the performance, as it is often diffi- 
to determine, whether a manuſcript ſhould be re- 
ned to the accurately, or the ſuperficially collated 37”. 
| On the laſt peruſal of this ſection before it was ſent 
bird 4 F we preſs, the queſtion occurred to me, whether the 
ment, Puulcripts written on mount Athos are fimilar to each 
tl l y in their readings, and belong to the ſame edition; 
l what relationſhip they bear to the text of Theophy- 
5 he Ruſſian verſion, and the Moſcow manuſcripts. 
bor this ſection the inquiry would be too prolix ”?*. 


tif a ey ae Liens, a 
„ Lunderſtand rightly Wetſtein's expreſſion, ex cujus bibliotheca 
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C . 


OF THE QUOTATIONS FROM THE NEW TESTAMuExr 
IN THE WORKS OF ECCLESIASTICAL WRITERS, 


85. © A 


The Fathers, Heretics, Enemies of the Chriſtian Religin, 
and other writers who quote the New Teſtament, at 
fidered as Evidence for its readings. 


HE third kind of evidence, which may be pro 
duced for or againſt a reading, confiſts in the 
writings of the ancients, in which paſſages are quoted 
from the New Teſtament. | 
The firſt perſons, to whom our attention is uſual 
directed on examining this kind of evidence, are the at 
cient fathers, and to this ſpecies of readings is uſud) 
given the title of © Readings from the fathers,” becault 
recourſe has been principally had to their writings. Bt 
they are not the only authors, which are uſed for tit 
purpoſe ; for orthodoxy is not conſidered as a necellaſ 
qualification in thefe caſes, and we need only exam 
whether the quoted authors are poſſeſſed of critical kno 
ledge, and alter not the New Teſtament merely on the 
logical conjecture. Even the quotations of Marcion , 
of importance to a collector of various readings, bal 
many of them might be grounded not on a theolog 
hypotheſis, but on the authority of manuſcripts: for 
is an undoubted fact, that the heretics were in the fh 
in many points of criticiſm, where the fathers accuic 
them of wilfut corruption. There are paſſagts 
which Marcion is a very important evidence, er 
ample, when he and Origen omit Luke xi. 2+ 1, 
« . » EV T0l5 saves. . . pn uren ve SANA cu ds * 
eri rug Vn. . „ pUTo NAS amo ru Wonen, Ong 
a ſurety to us, that this omiſſion is not to be 2 


b See chap. vi. ſect. 12. 
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Marcion's hereſy, and Marcion's evidence informs us 
that the paſſage was wanting in copies of the Greek Teſ- 
ment in the ſecond century. It may be obſerved in 
general that orthodoxy, and heterodoxy, have little or 
no connexion with matters of criticiſm, becauſe the 
queſtion relates not to articles of faith, bur to facts, that 
s, to the readings that did or did not exiſt in the ma- 
nuſcripts of any particular age : and if the evidence of 
al but the orthodox fathers is to be rejected, we ſhall 
have very few ſubſtantial witneſſes remaining. For 
tough the catholic church ſpeaks of a very great num- 
her of orthodox fathers, yet very few will be found, if 
examined by our own creed, who were free from error. 

Even the adverſaries of the Chriſtian religion are quot- 


uot ea as evidence for a reading of the Greek Teſtament. 

When Porphyry accuſed the Evangeliſt of falſely aſcrib- 
oval ins to Iſaiah the words, © I ſend mv meſſenger before 
the al thee, he muſt have undoubtedly found, in his copy of 
vival the Greek or Syriac Teſtament, Mark i. 1. ws yeypanras 
Jecauls 


0 Hogue 70 TooPnrn. I have purpoſely choſen this ex- 
ample, becauſe Porphyry's teſtimony is here of great 
conſequence : for without it the ſuſpicion might ariſe, 
that this erroneous * reading had been transferred from 


KAT me of the Latin verſions, into thoſe fix Greek manu- 
o fcrpts in which it is found, ſince five of them are gene- 
on egg ll; ſuppoſed to latinize *. But as this paſſage was an 
con! 


ae of Porphyry's ridicule in the third century, it 
becu volt have ſtood in Greek manuſcripts, before the Latin 


colo won can be ſuppoſed to have had any influence on 
8: for ather the Greek, or Syriac Teſtament. | 
the 1 Knittel has recommended! the” uſe of ancient diplo- 
3 ACCUIG ms, in which paſſages are quoted from the New Teſta- 
ages . ment 
„ for | | 8 
PTL A eg Vercellenſis, publiſhed by Blanchini, has, Sicut ſeriptum 
TL 3 ROLES the Veronenſis, ſicut ſcriptum eſt in Eſeia 
| Origel A . e rixianus, ſicut ſcriptum eſt in Eſaia propheta. 

(cribel * aticanus, Cantabrigienſis, Baſileenſis, Colbertinus 2844, and 

N *ntfortianus, | p 


Marci In 3+ ROD | 
* *% one of the treatiſes annexed to his edition of a fragment of Ul- 
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ment, in the ſame manner as we ule the ancient father, * 
There is ſomething in this thought, which at firſt fight [ 
recommends it, but I believe that if the propoſal ver ton 
put in execution, it would be attended with little ad- Eh 
vantage to ſacred criticiſm, and would afford only an * 
opportunity to men of induſtry of producing ſomething, 5 
to which the epithet of critical might be applied. A 172 
diploma, as far as relates to paſſages of the Bible, which uni 
are occaſionally quoted, is not entitled to the ſame &- 5 
gree of credit, as it is in regard to the matter, which b 1 
its immediate object. It is not probable that the con- "7M 
poſer conſulted the Bible for the paſſage, or the ſentence WM .... 
which he introduced; and in my opinion at leaſt, an an: Chr 
cient father is an infinitely more important evidence, than brot 
the writer of a deed, that relates to a matter of proper Merc 
or commerce. But, admitting this opinion to be unjul, * 
we ſhould ſtill derive from documents of this kind ven tun 
little advantage, becauſe thoſe, of which we are in poll BW and 
fon, were written in the Weſt of Europe, and compoled chin 
not in Greek, but in Latin. Even theſe aſcend no hight BW and 
than the middle ages, and can be applied to no oth" Wl e 
purpoſe, than to determine the text of the Vulgae u de 
thoſe centuries. But if a critic intended to exert de v 
ſame diligence on the text of the Vulgate, as on that d the 
the Greek Teſtament, he would rather have recourle g on d 
the great number of Latin manuſcripts preſerved in „ in h 
ferent libraries, than adopt a plan, which 15 attended ui ibu 
fo much difficulty. dene 
1 1 3 8 man 
later 
. td 
| 6 Pe. II. RE but 
Rules to be obſerved in making extracts from the Writmgs0 27s 
t. a 
THE rules which 1 ſhall give in this ſection 908, 
1 immediately to the ancient fathers, but ry 12 omn 

per reſtrictions they are likewiſe applicable to the he 


: 8 th 
tics, and enemies of Chriſtianity, who have J Ne 
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New Teſtament, and even, if we follow the advice of 
Knittel, to the ancient diplomas. 

t muſt be remarked in the firſt place, that the queſ- 
tion relates not to the opinion, but to the evidence of the 
fathers. We have to inquire, not what reading they pre- 
erred, but what they actually found in the manuſcripts 
which they uſed. For we are able to judge of the good- 
refs of a reading as well as they, but the manuſcripts of 
which they were in poſſeſſion were much more ancient 
than any that are now extant. _ 

To illuſtrate what I have above ſaid by an example. 
Some of the moſt eminent critics have diſputed, whether 
wn, Matt. v. 22. be. genuine or not, that is, whether 
Chriſt aſſerted that every man who was angry with his 
brother, or thoſe only who were angry without a cauſe, 


were hable to condemnation. Eraſmus, Mill, Bengel, 
nul and Pfaff reject emn, but Wetftein ſeems inclined to re- 
d ven tan it *, It is found in moſt of the Greek manuſcripts, 
poſſel and in ſome of the old Latin verfions publiſhed by Blan- 
apoled chin, namely, the Vercellenſis, Veronenſis, Corbeienſis, 
higher and Brixianus. It is true that this reading is omitted in 
; othes the Forojulienſis, but that manuſcript contains properly 
gate u the later Vulgate of Jerom, as I have ſhewn in the Note 
rt the to chap. vii. ſect. 22. Now in this inſtance, even in 
1 the opinion of thoſe who reject e, the whole depends 
) 


on the accounts of Terom and Auguſtin. The former, 
n his Note to Matth. v. 22. fays, in quibuſdam codi- 
abus additur /ine cauſſa. It appears then from this edi- 
dence, that ſine cauſſa was found at that time in ſeveral 
manuſcripts, and therefore that it is not an addition of 
later ages. With reſpect to the reaſon why it was omit- 
ted in the Vulgate, which 1s not a matter of evidence, 
but of opinion, he exprefles himſelf in the following 
manner, Cæterum in veris definita ſententia eſt, et ira 


1t1105 0 
r1tings 
aus tollitur, dicente ſcripturà, qui iraſcitur fratri ſuo. 


on apph 1 8 jubemur verberanti alteram præbere maxillam, 
"ich pi 333 noſtros amare, et orare pro perſequentibus, 
the he ft e occaſio tollitur. Radendum eſt ergo /me 
oted ih % quia wa virt juſtitiam Dei non operatur. But 


Net this 
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this opinion is ungrounded, for critical queſtions relate 
to what Chriſt actually aſſerted, or not, muſt not be &. 
termined by any ſyſtem of morality which we ourſche br 
may happen to have adopted, and leaſt of all by pri. Ban 
ciples ſo ſevere and extravagant, as thoſe of Jerom. The 
paſſage in St. James has no reference to the preſent in 
quiry, for that relates to the diſpleaſure expreſſed bs Merc; 


7 mortals at the commands of the Deity, which in all cafsy caul 
is worthy of cenſure : but, that anger in general is a crine Meal, 
is certainly not true, though it would be foreign to the ent. 
preſent purpoſe to endeavour to prove that aſſenion. accu 


Nor is it irreconcileable with the principle, that we ovpht This 
to love our enemies, though Jerom oppoſes the one to te. 
the other: for even Chriſt himſelf has been guilty of fn, ove! 
if anger in general is to be included under that denomins- enſi 
tion. It appears indeed that ſeveral manuſcripts, even in Weom: 
the age of Jerom, omitted fine cauſſa; but when he applies 
to them the title of veri, it is evident that he has no in his 
other motive for ſo doing, than that the omiſſion cone- 
ſponded to his ſyſtem of morality. It is likewiſe evident Muu 


from the whole connexion, that theſe were Latin manu- Aug 

ſcripts : and it is remarkable that the very man. who on m! 

all other occaſions attempted to correct the Latin verfon ls 

J from the Greek original, appeals not in this inſtance, tua 
; where he takes a decided part, to Greek manuſcrips. ut n 
This very circumſtance affords ſufficient ground to con- d 

clude, that he had found no Greek manuſcript in which un 

tixn was omitted. If conſidered therefore as an evidence, 0 be 

he tacitly contradicts what he aſſerts as a matter of 0p! le ha 

nion. | | | Id h. 

Let us hear, however, what he ſays upon this ſubject lt | 


on another occaſion. In ſpeaking of this paſſage of d. 
Matthew, in his note to Epheſ. iv. 31. he again rege o 
fine cauſſa, merely on theological grounds, without 2er re 
pealing to Greek manuſcripts : nam ad illud evangell | 
utcunque iraſcitur fratri ſuo fine cauſſu, reus er judi 6 ' 
fruſtra eſt additum fine cauſſa, quia nec cum caufla alc 
nobis conceditur manifeſtiſſime apoſtolo nunc dicente 


amaritudo, et furor, et ira tollatur a vobis. It 1 = 
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that in his ſecond book againſt the Pelagians *, he ſpeaks 
s an evidence more than in the preceding quotations, 
fr he afferts that moſt manuſcripts, that is, as I under- 
ſand, Latin manuſcripts, omit Ine cauſſa. His words 
ue, in eodem evangelio legimus, qui iraſcitur fratri ſus 
he cauſa, reus er it judicio. Licet in pleriſque codicibus 


| by .ntiquis ne cauſſa additum non fit, ut ſcilicet ne cum 
calez caulſa quidem debeamus iraſci. But it ſeems as if the 


zeal, which he exerted in confuting the heretics, pre- 
vented him from examining the words with the ſame 
accutacy, as he diſplays in his expoſition of the Bible. 
This at leaſt is certain, that moſt of the manuſcripts of 
the old Latin verſion, which Blanchini was able to diſ: 


of fin, over, have fine cauſa, and Jerom himſelf, though he 
min- enſures the reading, quotes theſe words as a part of the 
ven in common text. 


Another evidence on this ſubject is Auguſtine, who 
in his Tractationes, Lib. I. 19., writes as follows, codi- 


corre- s Græci non habent fine cauſſa, ſicut hic poſitum eſt, 


vident M uunvis idem ipſe fit ſenſus. Here it is evident that 
manu- I Auguſtin acknowledges tacitly, that fine cauſſa was the 


(ho on common reading of the Latin verſion: and when he a 


verhon eas to Greek manuſcripts, we cannot ſuppoſe that he 
ſtance, A ually had recourſe to them in proof of his aſſertion, 
ſcripts. Pur muſt conclude, that he interpreted what Jerom had 
to con. ed of manuſcripts in general, as applying to Greek 


1 which 
idence, 


of op! 


manuſcripts in particular. The only inference therefore 
be deduced from what he ſays on this ſubject is, that 
Ie has diſcovered no manuſcript of the Latin verſion, 
n winch fine cauſſa was omitted. 


ſubject I the following chapter I ſhall take notice of the 
re of dt tical conjectures of the ancient fathers: but whenever 
n reject) ceale to appear in the character of ſimple witneſſes, 
out Af readings which they propoſe are of no more autho- 
vangell cih than thoſe recommended by modern critics. And, 
fade tice readings were found in printed editions, and 
fla iralc a m Greek manuſcripts, yet if we were certain, 
dicenegg they were not contained in the moſt ancient manu- 
15 = ſcripts, 


® Vol. IV. p. 513, of Martiany's edition. 
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ſcripts, but were merely the reſult of conjecture, w 
ſhould have fold grounds for rejecting them. And i 
is a certain fact, that ſeveral readings in our comma 
printed text are nothing more, than alterations made by non 
Origen, whoſe authority was ſo great in the Chrifin pin 
church, that emendations, which he propoſed, though, 
as he himſelf acknowledged, they were ſupported by th 
evidence of no manuſcript, were very generally received 

But wherever we are certain that the quotations Ag 
the fathers were actually taken from manuſcripts, th 
are of very great importance in deciding on the authen-Whuch 

ticity of a reading, and are in general to be preferred en 
any manuſcript of the Greek Teſtament now extant, the 
oldeft of which, no man would venture to place hig cor 
than the fifth century. If a father then, who lived in ti 
that age, has this or that particular reading, it is the 
ſame as if we found it in one of our moſt ancient manu 
{cripts : and if he adds, that this was the common read 
ing of manuſcripts, which even at that time were con 
ſidered as old, it is furely ſupported by greater author 
than if it were found in the Alexandrine, or the Vatica 


manuſcript. But ſhould a father of the third century favor 
Origen for inſtance, or even a man of leſs learning, h bee 
tound any particular reading in his manuſcript, no on uſe; 
could oppoſe to it, as an evidence of equal weight, en 
one ſingle manuſcript that is now remaining. To ul Mar 
trate what I have faid by an example: If it could Hen 
ſhewn, that the celebrated paſſage, 1 John v. 7. "ps ol 
quoted by a father of the third or fourth centuf, le, 
ſhould confider it as a much ſtronger proof of is 218" can 
thenticity, than if it were diſcovered in our moſt ancicay þ 


manuſcripts: and if it were true, that Cyprian had * to t] 


n Bengel in his Introductio in criſin N. T. $ xxxii. Obſ. „ 
- Nd. VI. has the following remark, recentiores patres Gra 1 
fere codicibus Græcis ſingulis zquiparari poſſunt, Latin! Latinis. 1 4 
tiquĩ vero et Græci et Latini excellentem habent rarer * vor 
I approve the greateſt part of this rule, I would alter it in _ Ii 
manner, patres Grzci inde a quinto ſæculo ſinguli fere fingu P 
bus Græcis zquiparari poſſunt, Latini Latinis, &c 4. 
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t, we ſhould have the ſame authority, as if it were con- 
ined in a manuſcript of the Latin verſion, written in 
e third century. Or, when I find from the teſti- 
nony of Origen, which I carefully diſtinguiſh from his 
pinion, that yegyeonur, Matth. viii. 28. a reading which 
himſelf introduced, was in none of the Greek manu- 


' the pts of his time, all of which had either yseacmmy or 
del. wer, J cannot poſſibly conſider the preſent read- 
i; (Ps 25 genuine, though it is ſupported by the authority 
ther very many manuſcripts. For all theſe were written 
chen, och later than the time of Origen, and their text has 
red 10 en altered according to his crititical conjecture: and 
ir, ür ben all the Greek manuſcripts, which Origen could 
diebe erer in the third century, are placed in one ſcale, 


d thoſe, that are extant in the eighteenth century, 


is the the other, the former muſt greatly overbalance the 
mand er. Wherever 1 find among the teſtimonies in fa- 
n rr of a reading, the names of Clement of Alexan- 
re c or of Origen, they excite in me a high degree 
chat relpe&t. In caſes therefore, where only a few manu- 
Vati rs, and even when no manuſcript can be produced 
encur {WW our of the fame reading, I am not ſeldom induced 
g hae ker the authority of an ancient father to that of all 
no odfimuſcripts written ſince his time. To mention only a 


ht, e hamples. The fifth verſe of the fourth chapter of 


3 - . 

To! Matthew in one manuſcript only, namely the Canta- 

oul denſis', is placed before the fourth: .the ſame inver- 

5., W As obſerved in the Latin tranſlation, and in the three 
tun it, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, and Euſebius, 

F its VP cannot be accuſed of a partiality for that verſion. 

& ancien de aſked, whether their authority is not equiva- 


d quot" WF © that of all other manuſcripts?—Lake xi. 2. for 
| u 1 Barre Ce, Gregory of Nyſſa alone has :A hero To 
"ns Oh na;* but he quotes it, as if it was the 


Co N : 8 xt | 
4 "> reading in the manuſcripts of the fourth cen- 
Latinis. Al | | dury. 
em. Thou In words are, q #&9 A . 
1 : , We n uno Te A⁰œlbk̃ To avro von oaPerigey 
the * 4 62 tht Baoikua N D ati» Tn fo π , ν,¼]m8 n Nav 
gulls au Ovrog yoo wy TW e EVAY VEAL RITY TE, Aren H 


We, pn, To * οονοτοο fu TY 54. 
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tury. In Pontus at leaſt, or in the country, in which 
he reſided, this muft have been the common reading 
and it is admirably adapted to the thirteenth verſe, when 


the Holy Ghoſt is mentioned fo as to imply an alu uo 
to the Spirit in the preceding part of the diſcourſe, liiWhi 
the ſecond and fourth verſes of the ſame chapter, n 


a few manuſcripts, in conjunction with Origen, on 
the interpolation from St. Matthew in the Lord's Praye 
but then the authority of ' Origen, united with the naty 
of the ſubject itſelf, determines in favour of the omiſia 
— Socrates relates, in his Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, B. Mea. 
32. that he had found in ancient manuſcripts o ms fi | 
e n oponoyer,. 1 John iv. 3. and the ſame reading is lik 
wile quoted by Origen®: but, though it is found in un; 
Vulgate, it has hitherto been diſcovered in no Gree 
manuſcript. Now as this reading is well adapted tot 
tenor of St. John's epiſtle, and to the hiſtory of tbe a 
cient heretics”, I am inclined: to abide by the authon 
of Origen, and of the manuſcripts of Socrates, than 
- thoſe which remain in the preſent century. erm 
' _ Conſidered therefore from this point of view, ! 
readings collected from the writings of the mot auc | 
fathers, ſhould be preferred to thoſe which are un 
from our manuſcripts of the Greek Teſtament. but Wn 
the other hand, there are caſes in which the latter kes 
more deſerving of attention, namely, whenever doug: 
ariſe, what were the readings which an ancient fs! 
found in the manuſcripts that he uſed? Whenever i 
expreſſly declared, as was done by. Origen in the | 
ceding example, or whenever verbal commentares 
written upon any particular paſſage, no room fem 
for doubt: but when a paſlage is ſimply quoted el 
in commentaries, ſermons, or polemical diſcourſes, * 
out an explanation being given of each word, it B-. 
a matter of uncertainty, whether the father, who 
the quotation, found in his manuſcript thoſe words] 


ciſely, as he has produced them“. " 
1 oy | | os the ſec 
v Whoever ſeparates Jeſus from Chriſt, contends that Chril Radin 


ſpirit of a higher order, which united itſelf with Jeſus at fi 5d 
and departed from him before the time of his death. 
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hick t muſt be likewiſe obſerved, that the writings of the 
chers themſelves may have been ſometimes altered, 
y ther by copyiſts or by editors, ſo as to make theſe 


notations from the New Teſtament tally with thoſe, to 
hich the copyiſts, or. editors themſelves were accuſ- 
med, or to which they gave the preference. In ap- 
ſying therefore the writings of the fathers to the criti- 


im of the New Teſtament, we muſt particularly en- 
natu exvour to procure correct editions of their works. The 
ilfe ſenetian edition of Theophylact, for inſtance, is very 
;. VII accurate, and therefore of very little value in ſacred 


„un Him: but ſhould any one be diſpoſed to make uſe 
| it for this purpoſe, he would do well to read and ex- 
nine the remarks in the Gottingen Review for the year 
62, p. 1059—1063. - = | 
Another remark, which is neceſſary to be made, is 
* the Ie following. The fathers quote ſometimes not a whole 
ze, but only ſome few words of it, which relate in 


termix their own words: or they quote paraphraſti- 
j, ſo as to give the ſenſe, which they aſcribe to the 


View, j 
An ds, inſtead of the words themſelves: or they quote 
ire da m memory, not ſo much attending to the words as to 
f. u bene. I will mention in the note ſome few ex- 
| Jatter Is, in which there is a ſuſpicion of this kind, that 
ver dos the quotations lefs certain than they otherwiſe 
cnt f be. N | 
never C 
in the la the following paſſage, Matth. xxiit. 15. Kl ora yirTai, mo 
entaries urn vier yeens 01AoTegoy h⁰⁵rn the word dhe has afforded diffi.- 
om rem A many of the commentators, and Heumann wiſhed entirely to 
I0ted ei * ſupport of which he appealed to the evidence of Juſtin Mar- 
yurſes, u a,! true that Juſtin omits it, as appears from the Cologne edition 
of . 350, but he quotes the paſſage in ſo free a manner, that we 
d, 1t ail deduce any ſolid reference from what he has omitted. His 
„ Who une Of thoſe indeed (namely the proſelytes to the Jewiſh reli- 


alſo teſtifieth ; but ye are, as he ſaith, doubly children 
: mn 91 dN Tig v0 vit, g avyTO05 bre, 7% Je 8. 


te ſecond homily of the Pſeudo-Clemens, 5 51, p. 640, is a va- 


Ring, not noted by Wetſtein, hn 1100765 Ta and r e 
© for 


than cular to the ſubject in queſtion, and with theſe they 
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It is true that charges of this kind have been fone 
times carried too far, and the readings which are dum 
from the writings of the fathers, leſs eſtimated than the 
deſerve. Critics, even of eminence, are not aoreed 
their ſentiments on this ſubject, ſome conſidering th 
quotations of the fathers as accurately taken from thei 
manuſcripts of the Greek Teſtament, while others bele 
them to be inaccurate and made merely from memon 
There aroſe a controverſy in Italy, about forty years 
which gave riſe to a work on this ſubject, in whi 
the opinions of the learned in general are delivered 
fully, as to make it unneceſſary for me to fill a pa 
with names and quotations. The cauſe of this liter 
diſpute was the following quotation, made by Tertll 
from John i. 13. qui non ex ſanguine, neque ex vol 

| U 


for un udJors; Tas yeaPa;, Mark xii. 24. Now I do not believe ti 
Clement found this reading in his Greek manuſcripts, and an 
ſuaded that the perſon, who fabricated the Clementine homilies, i 
gined there was a kind of emphaſis in the plural g, as exprel 
of two kinds of writings, ſpurious and genuine, of which, according 
his account, the Pentateuch conſiſted. This expofition he introd 
into the quotation, and wrote v nd T yeaQur, the true] 
ſcripture.” The whole paſſage is as follows, Ev n Tur ygafw 4 
en ann, a de isdn, wAoyws © didaoxanc EER. 


7 game irar Joxigaot, WG r Tate veα u fatv Jox iin H 
Tivwy Or xe N Kai Tobs & T . vdo YeaQuy 4D A210 {461015 Oi 
rue WAavrn; tZifOars αν,ẽẽj, AsYwy 01 TETO Agro): wn ter 
c nn r YeaOuv, & evixty ayvoriTe Xa IV gv r Ot. 


Another remarkable inſtance is the following: Cyril of AJexand 
in his tenth book againſt Julian, p. 32?, quotes Rom. 1X. 4—5- wn 
that St. Paul had called Chriſt God: but he has omitted wg p 
which could never have been wanting in any manuſcript of t l 
Teſtament, and therefore the quotation of Cyril cannot m | 
various reading. The omitted words I will inſert in p J 
Hyyopons Ye aur (%%), neun, araviua tai ar (ro) 10 , 
wy aSAÞuy jy T GUY YEW? (ps) xf c . * 

N ] 9D v b% (xa „ Jeg) xai u 70e 940 48, A 1 
(K 1 AgTera), wy 0k π rige, x c wy To x 0ag% * | 
tri WarTH; Yeo EVAOYNTOG eite TUT HIWVAHS. Apr voy are 
omitted, beſide thoſe which are altered, or tranſpoſe. 
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te carnis, neque ex voluntate viri, ſed ex Deo natus 

| where the verb being in the ſingular makes the 

hole ſentence refer, not to thoſe who are born again, 

tto Chriſt. Now, as ſeveral of the fathers quote in 

is manner, Caſtus Innocens Anſaldus, a learned monk, 

included that theſe words muſt have actually ſtood in 

& of the old Latin verſions. The opinion was not un- 

vunded, for Blanchini found this very reading in the 

ronenfian manuſcript, which he afterwards publiſhed 
his Evangeliarrum quadruplex. Burt Petrus Barzanus 
Breſcia publiſhed a letter in anſwer to Anſaldus, in 
ich he contended that the fathers quoted negligently 
| merely from memory, that Tertullian had here 
de a miſtake for that very reaſon, and that the error 
(crept from his writings into manuſcripts of the Latin 
on, of which that of Verona was an inſtance. To 
$ Anſaldus replied, in the following work: Caſti In- 
tis Anſaldi, ordinis prædicatorum, de authenticis 
um ſcripturarum apud SS. patres lectionibus libri 
Y Veronæ 1746, in which he has diſplayed very 
lſenle, an impartial love of truth, and a knowledge 
hat has been written on this ſubject even by pro- 
at critics, to whoſe writings he aſcribes their due 
let, But, as in moſt controverſies, he carries the 
ler too far, and, like other authors of the Romiſh 

ch is too partial an advocate for the authority of 
hers, which he thinks it imprudent to diminiſh : 
mon which in other churches is now laid aſide. 
[0 ſet the matter in a clear light, it is neceflary to 
£2 diſtinction between thoſe paſſages, which the 
8 expreſſly declare, that they have taken literally 
manuſcripts, and thoſe which they quote without 
ich aſſurance. Of the former we can entertain 
dt, fince no man, without ſolid proofs, would 


COR. 
® the fathers of having been purpoſely guiky of 


veg 60 1 


" * "md. The only caſe, in which a ſuſpicion might 
. oF 8 vhen they are quoted in polemical writings; for 


n the fathers ſometimes make uſe of a fineſſe, 
n plain terms would be called a deviation from 
A a 3 the 
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the truth, though Jerom defends in a very plauſhl 
manner this mode of arguing: but a ſuſpicion of th 
kind muſt not often be entertained. The queſtion tha 
which I am to anſwer, relates to the ſecond kind d 
quotations. | 

If we judge from the practice of writers in gene 
and without ever having read the works of the fathen 
it is unreaſonable. to ſuppoſe that they have never quo 
either paraphraſtically or from memory. For no auth 
would willingly impoſe upon himſelf fo ſevere a ru 
and if this accuracy is ſometimes obſerved, we cant 
expect it in all caſes from ſo great a variety of write 
who lived in different ages, and in different count 
Whatever Anſaldus may aſſert to the contrary, it 15> 2 
tain that the Apoſtles and Evangeliſts themſelves hs 
not always Ie dane the words of the Septuagint, er, 
that they have ſubſtituted in ſome caſes ſynonymou 
preſſions, eſpecially in the ſpeeches recorded in the ap 
of the Apofties,. and that they have ſometimes quot 
from mere memory. Why then ſhall we expect fr 
the fathers a greater degree of accuracy, than was 
ſerved by the writers of the New Teſtament? Nay 
a certain fact, that they have committed very go We ü 
takes of memory, examples of which are given by } 


læus in his treatiſe De uſu Patrum, 1. 2. c. 3. th 
they have been guilty of error in reſpect to the ſube e. 
themſelves, if Epiphanius has quoted the words *t0 d kn 
me not,” as uſed by Chriſt to his mother, ue ud 
naturally ſuppoſe that they have ſometimes dei re 
from the words, which ſtood in their manuſcripts od, 


Greek Teſtament. | 

But on the other hand it is certain, that they 
not quoted ſo frequently from memory, 25 ond 
have conjectured; and many ſuppoſed miitakes r 
mory, eſpecially. in the Latin fathers, have been 
to be nothing more than various readings, Whic | 
ally exiſt in ancient manuſcripts, as appears fon 
publications of Blanchini and Sabatier. 


r John xx. 170. 
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„we are not therefore to reject the quotation of a fa- 
ueber, becauſe it differs from the common text, but muſt 
{ thy | examine whether it cannot be diſcovered in manu- 


cripts of the New Teſtament, and to enable thoſe, 
ho have acceſs to manuſcripts, to make this compariſon 
ith as much eaſe as poſhble, we ſhould endeavour to 
rocure the moſt accurate and copious extracts from the 


father rings of the fathers. If a reading then, which had 
quot e appearance of being an error of memory, is actually 
auth covered in manuſcripts, we may without heſitation 
a et it down in the liſt of various readings: its antiquity 


ill be determined by the age, in which the father, who 
voted it, lived; and the manuſcripts, which contain it, 
nll afford a ſecondaxy evidence of its age and authen- 
ty. 5 | RY | 

But we muſt not judge of the writings of all the fa- 


zint, Wers, nor of all the writings of the ſame father in the 
mous ene manner. They may be divided into three differ- 
the M claſſes. 1, Commentaries, to which may be referred 
es quot o thoſe diſcourſes which were written as expoſitions of 
ect r of the Bible. 2, Works of edification. 3, Pole- 
n w ical writings. In the firſt it is evident, that the book 
Nay Much is expounded is not quoted from memory, but 
groß M the author in writing his commentary, had lying 
n by L wore him a manuſcript of the Greek Teſtament. But 
z. An ith reſpect to the polemical writings of the fathers, 
he (uſe who are acquainted with their mdle of diſputation, 
rds tolo that their principal object is ſometimes to con- 
„ we ad their adverſaries, rather than to ſupport the truth, 
s den refer the quotations, which appear in theſe produc- 
cripts 0G, to the loweſt claſs. If a father was acquainted 
| u more than one reading to a paſſage, he would cer- 
t they! ay quote that, which beſt ſuited his purpoſe, and 
ſome © * which he could moſt eaſily confute his opponents. 
ales 0 8 therefore not ſufficient to know what reading he 
been dus, but we muſt likewiſe conſider where he quotes 
which ad thoſe therefore, who collect various readings. 


ars fou the vwricings of the ancient fathers, would do well 
14 4 1 80 


* 
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to point out the book, chapter, edition, and page, i 
order to enable the reader to form a proper judgement 

Laſtly, it is neceſſary to make an accurate diſtinctia or 
between a quotation properly ſo called, and a paſſaged 
{cripture introduced and applied as a part of a diſcourk 
For if a writer, in treating any known doctrine of th 
Bible, uſes the words of ſcripture, he is at liberty to is 
or ſubſtract, to contract or dilate them in a manner, tha 
is beft adapted to the tenor of his diſcourſe. But eve 
ſuch paſſages are not unworthy of notice, for, if they: om 
different in different manuſcripts, and any one of the | 
latter coincides with the former, the coincidence is n 
to be conſidered as a matter of chance. But when n 
manuſcript corroborates the reading in ſuch a paſſg 
it is entitled to no voice, in deciding on the text of Hei 
Greek Teſtament, & | 


— . — — __ KIOT 


8 e r. m. 


Diviſion of the Fathers, according to the languages, in whi 
ED they wrote. | 


IN collecting readings from the works of the father a 
I an accurate diſtinction muſt be made between thi ich « 
who wrote in Greek, and thoſe who wrote in anotit me 
language. Properly ſpeaking, the former only 2e Wi 
be conſidered, when we ſelect readings for the Gres 
Teſtament, and the latter immediately relate to che te 


of the verſion, from which they are quoted, unleſs p! ts tc 
ticular mention be made of the Greek, or the unte o | 
like Jerom, made a practice of correcting the tranſfau ton 
of his country from the original. 5 s! 

I will begin with the Syrian fathers, becauſe in te e yr 
ing of them I ſhall be leſs expoſed to the danger = 


contradiction, fince in general only men of learning ® 
judgement have written on that ſubject. It has by 
doubted whether Ephrem the Syrian underſtood © 
languages, in which the Bible was written: 4 5 ' Knit 
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pinion is, that he did not“; this at leaſt 1s certain, 
it in his Syriac commentaries he quotes the Bible 
om the Syriac verſion, in the ſame manner as Luther's 
inflation is quoted in German commentaries, except 
ſome particular caſes, where the original 1s particu- 
ly mentioned. I am much better acquainted with 
is writings on the Old Teſtament, than with thoſe on 
he New, and I have there obſerved that he frequently 
keviates from the common Syriac text, which might be 
nected from his quotations, though at other times his 
adings appear to be leſs accurate, than thoſe of the 
Polyglot. In ſome few places he alludes to the origi- 
ul, but obſervations of that kind may perhaps be aſ- 
bed to others, rather than to Ephrem himſelf. I 
peak at preſent of his Syriac works: with reſpect to his 
reek writings, I ſhall make ſome obſervations in the 
quel. The writings of the moſt learned Syrian fathers, 
ktore his time, are no longer extant. 

| The Latin fathers have acted in the ſame manner as 
be Syrian, and have quoted the Bible according to their 
un verſion *, the later fathers having quoted the Vul- 
ute, whereas the moſt ancient have uſed one of thoſe 
krlons, that exiſted before the time of Jerom. And in 


e fathe e fame manner, as the old Latin verſions differ from 
een tho Kh other, we find a difference in the quotations of the 
\ an ne paſſage in the writings of different fathers. Ter- 
ly ar lan, for inſtance, quotes a differefit text from that 
he Gree ich appears to have been in uſe either in Rome, or in 
o the te en. Even Jerom, who made it his particular buſi- 
nleſs pe to correct the Latin tranſlation from the original, 
he writ e de underſtood in general either of the common 
tran{1at1 "0, or his own corrected edition, whenever he de- 
us not the contrary. Thoſe, who are accuſtomed to 
ſe in te * Witings of the Lain fathers, expect to find no- 
danger Kr quotations, than ſuch as are taken from the Latin 
arning al Mm, and Anſaldus, the zealous advocate for the read- 
- has deff © the fathers, has not attempted to prove any thing 
ſtood de | EF further. 
1; e in his New Criticiſms on 1 John v. 7. P. 338-308, is of A 


© ent opinion. 


o 
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further. The ſuperſcription to the ſixth chapter of hy 


firſt book is, Sanctos patres non ſolum in commeniai 
ad biblia, ſed et in polemicis lucubrationibus, in hom. 
Ins, et ubicunque ſe ſcripturas citare dicunt atque often 
dunt, textibus ſeu verfionibus ac editionibus adbæſſſ 


ſuis. Men converſant with the works of the fathers cf. 
hardly be of a different opinion, and the members of the ya 
church of Rome, who are in general better acquainted ® 


with them than we Proteſtants, ſeem- in general to take 
this doctrine for granted. But by many members of out 
church this doctrine is thought extraordinary, not ins 
deed by men of real learning, but by thoſe who without 
ſufficient knowledge preſume to enter the lifts of fac 
criticiſm. This is particularly the caſe in the conti- 
verſy relative to 1 John v. 7. the advocates for wid 
paſſage ſeemed diſſatisfied with the anſwer of their oppo 
nents, that its being quoted by the Latin fathers proved 
nothing more, than that it exiſted at that time in ths 
Latin verſion. They aſk, by what means we can be 
certain that the Latin fathers quoted from the Latin vt 
ſion? Now this is a very extraordinary queſtion, epi 
cially when propoſed by perſons, who do not pretend i 

have a knowledge of the fathers, and the only anſwer i 
be given is, that thoſe who doubt the fact, ſhould eithet 
ſtudy the fathers, and convince themſelves by actual ex 
perience, or give credit to perſons, who have more kno 
ledge of the abject than themſelves. But to make ti 
matter comprehenſible to thoſe, who have never open ne... 
the writings of an ancient father, we need only appealt 
the common practice of modern divines, who in tl 
public ſermons conſtantly quote the Bible from the det 
ſions of their reſpe&ive countries, even though the) 

acquainted with the original itſelf. The fame 15 tn. 
in regard to the commentaries, which are written dy © 
_ Clergy in their native languages; almoſt the only bet 
ſons, who quote from the original, are Univerbty P 
feſſors, becauſe Greek and Hebrew are generally kno 
in thoſe ſeats of learning, but even theſe, when ii. 
write in German, adhere to the tranſlation of Luz 
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a have no reaſon therefore to ſuppoſe that preachers 

IF 1 commentators, who lived in ages in which a know- 
om. 


doe of Greek and Hebrew was very uncommon, would 
ay ſo little regard to the underſtandings of their hearers, 
r readers, as to quote the Bible in any other, than the 
Cl and known tranſlation. And when miſtakes had 
cen made in this tranſlation, it is probable that they 
would have reſerved all corrections and emendations, to 
heir remarks on the text, provided they had ſufficient 
nowledge of the original: but it is certain that molt of 
hem were ignorant of Greek, and therefore wholly un- 
qual to the undertaking. If it be aſked, by what means 
je diſcover this degree of ignorance in the Latin fathers, 
I anfxer, by the ſtudy of their writings, and of eccleſi- 
aftical hiſtory. But I would recommend to thoſe, who 
r capable of propoſing queſtions of this nature, not to 
ſte the time and attention of the public by preſuming 
to write on controverſial Divinity. 

Thoſe fathers, whoſe writings we poſſeſs not in the 
priginal, but only in a tranſlation, are to be conſidered 
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* n the ſame light, as if they quoted the New Teſtament 
nſwer t Tom the language, that was known to their tranſlators; 
1 eithet tom the Greek, if their works were tranſlated into Greek; 


Tom the Latin, if tranſlated into Latin; for it was the 
uſual practice of tranſlators, not to render literally the 
Wiotations of their author, but to haye recourſe to that 
dition of the Bible, which was common in their reſpec- 
we countries. This obſervation applies in particular 
b lrenæus, whoſe books adverſus hereſes exiſt only in a 
Ilatin tranſlation, In this the quotations from the New 
Titament are perfectly correſpondent to the old Latin 
ton, as it ſtood before the time of Jerorn, and to the 
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** | 
* olations of the Latin fathers 5 and on comparing the 
only pl 3 that are extant in the fragments of the 
abt Pa 5 n, we find that they have readings different 
I knon * ole of the Latin text. The readings therefore 
hen th | = collected from the works of Irenæus, refer im- 
f Lutbe ately, not to the Greek, but to the Latin; and when- 

W TW find the name of this Greek father among the 


variæ 
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variz lectiones, it ought rather to be underſtood of hi 
tranſlator, than of Irenzus himſelf. Thoſe paſty b 
alone are to be excepted, which are either ed 
taken from the Greek fragments, or which are of ſuch 4 
nature as to determine from the context, what readin 
is found 1n the original. For more information on th; 
ſubject, the reader may conſult my late father's Trac. 
tatio critica de varus lectionibus Novi Teſtament $ 
14—18. and the Orient. Bibl**. Vol. VIII. p. 153. with 
reſpe& to an opinion of Knittel on the Revelation cf 
St. John. 
The remarks, that have been made on the works of 
Irenæus, are likewiſe applicable to thoſe of Ephrem the 
Syrian. He quoted from the Syriac New Teſtament, 
but his tranſlator, inſtead of retranſlating into Greek 
the Syriac text of his quotations, ſubſtituted the words 
of the original itſelf. I confeſs however that I never 
made a particular ſtudy of the Greek works of Ephrem: 
the judgement, which I have formed, is rather from a 
curſory examination, but, as Mill in his Prolegomena, 
§ 800, 801. delivers the ſame opinion, it is probably not 
far removed from the truth. An accurate collation of 
the Syriac, and tranſlated Greek works of Ephrem, with 
the Syriac verſion, can alone determine in what extent 
this rule is to be applied, and in what caſes it admits of 
exceptions. 
Mill and Wetſtein have given, in their Prolegomena, 

a catalogue of thoſe fathers, from which they have ſe- 
lected various readings. They contain much valuable 
information, and are by no means unneceſſary even to 
thoſe, who are acquainted with eccleſiaſtical hiſtory, and 
the works of the fathers: for a man may be acquainted 
with their lives, and with their writings in general, with- 
out having a critical knowledge of their manner of quot- 
ing the New Teſtament. This ſubje& 1s fometimes 
treated by the editors of the fathers, either in the pre- 
face, or in ſeparate diſſertations: for inſtance, in the firſt 
volume of the late Venetian edition of Theophylact, there 


is a very excellent treatiſe on the manuſcripts of the Greek 
Teſtament, 
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Teſtament, uſed by that father, whole works are of very 
eat importance in ſacred criticiſm. But the limits of 
his Introduction permit me to ſay no more on the pre- 
ſent ſubject, and my readers have perhaps on that ac- 
count no loſs, as the works of the fathers neither have, 
nor could have been my particular ſtudy, unleſs I had 
neglected matters, which were to me of more importance. 
Before I cloſe this ſection, I will propoſe a queſtion 
to the learned, which ſeems worthy of their conſidera- 
ton, namely, in what manner thoſe authors, who were 
natives of Syria, but wrote in Greek, quote the New 
Teſtament ; whether they do not even in their Greek 
witings follow the Syriac verſion, to which they were 
accuſtomed from their childhood. To anſwer this queſ- 
tion, many data muſt be collected, which I have not 
done; but I will mention two or three which at preſent 
occur to me. Porphyry quotes the reading :o Hai, 
Mark i. 2. which is found in the Syriac verſion, but in 
rery few manuſcripts, as I obſerved above, ch. vii. & 6. 
But on the other hand he quotes wx avaCzwmw, John vii. 
$. which is not in the Syriac verſion, nor in the greateſt 
number of the Greek manuſcripts, but found only in a 
fey latinizing manuſcripts, in the Vulgate, and in the 
Codices Vercellenſis, Veronenſis, and Forojulianus *+. 


r 
. 
Of the defefts obſervable in the extracts, which have been 


hitherto made from the writings of the Fathers, and the 
manner, in which they are to be remedied. 


HE writings of the fathers preſent the critic, in _ 
1 his reſearches on the text of the New Teſtament, 
"th matter for many fruitful inquiries, and they deſerve 
therefore to be collated with more accuracy and dili- 
gence, than they have hitherto been. | 
The following is a remarkable inſtance of a defect of 
tis kind, in the editions of the New Teſtament with 
| various 
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Anſaldus, and treated by him at large, Lib. II. cap. 


only the name of the father is mentioned, or the pam. 
cular book ſpecified, without notice being taken of chap. 


various readings. In the paſſage John i. 13. w 
caſioned the above-mentioned controverſy in Italy, rej. 
tive to the critical authority of the fathers, Mill refs, 


only to his Prolegomena, where he had obſcrved that the 


Valentinians read natus eſt; Wetſtein writes that the 
Valentinians read eyewn9n, and that the Latin Coder 
Veronenſis has the fame reading. But both theſe criti 
omit a material circumſtance, which is mentioned by 
that Tertullian himfelf adopted 1t as the genuine at 
ing”, and that it is found in the works of ſeveral othe 


fathers. Bengel has ſomething more than Wäetſtein, but 


not all that might be ſaid on this ſubject. | 

Another defect is, that the critics in general, not ex. 
cepting Wetſtein, do not always enable their readers ty 
refer to the paſſages quoted from the fathers. When 


ter, edition, or page, it is not in the power of the reader, 
unleſs he ſubmits to vaſt labour, to examine the ey. 
dence that is produced, and to pay attention to all thoſe 
circumſtances, by which the authority of quotations of 
this kind is increaſed, or diminiſhed. It would be 
however a piece of injuſtice toward Wetſtein, if I neg- 
lected to mention, that he in many caſes has not only 
quoted with all this accuracy, but has even produced 
the words themſelves: ſo that he might be confidered 
as a pattern for future critics, if he had always obſerved 
the ſame exactneſs. It has been obſerved, that Mil 
has ſometimes erroneouſly quoted the fathers, nor will 
take upon me to aſſert that Wetſtein is never guilty d 
ſimilar miſtakes, though I never met with an example 

The preceding remarks muſt excite a wiſh in the mind 
of thoſe, who are friends to ſacred criticitm, that ſome pet. 
fon qualified for the taſk would collect into a volume a 
the readings, which have been ſelected from the differ 
fathers, and, in order to corre& miſtakes and lupply de: 
fects, take the trouble to read through all their wriung, 
Awork of this kind would be of great value to future Mil 


and 


CHAP.1x, 


hich oc. 


— 
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6. Not to render his work, that will be unavoidabl 
voluminous in itſelf, ſtill more prolix, tedious, and « |” 
penſive, by long and uſeleſs obſervations. An ain 
conciſely delivered, in the manner of Wetſtein, mi it hy 
be ſometimes agreeable to the reader, who, on the 6 uy 0 
hand, could not fail of being diſguſted by an oſtentation 
difplay of learning, in a work which properly relates only 
to ſimple evidence, and plain facts. | 

7. Whenever he omits a quotation, which had been 
alleged by Mill or Wetſtein, that he aſſign his reaſon 
for ſo doing, in order to aſſure the reader that an error 
of his predeceſſors, not his own negligence, was the cauſe 
of his omitting the quotation. 

8. That he diſtinguiſh by ſome mark thoſe quotations 
from the fathers, which had been noticed neither by 
Mill, nor Wetſtein. | 

Whoever ſhould undertake the taſk, which I have 
propoſed, and faithfully fulfil theſe conditions, would 
not only derive inſtruction himſelf from an uſeful ſtudy 
of the fathers, and that perhaps in his leiſure hours, bur 
would merit the thanks of the church, and deſerve the 
rank of a Mill, or a Wetſtein. If it ſhould be thought 
too much for one man to undertake the whole, he might 
confine his attention to the Greek, another to the Latin, 
a third to the Syriac fathers. Men of learning, who fe- 
fide in the country, and who frequently neglect the la- Wie pro 
borious paths of learning, for want of an object to rouſe 
their attention, have here a new field that lies open to 
their view. x 

The wiſh expreſſed in the preceding paragraph, which 
was written ſome years ago, has in a great meaſure been Wk in + 
gratified by Dr. Grieſbach, who has made very accurate 
extracts from the works of Origen : and it is to be hoped 
that the public will be preſented with the reſult of bs 
learned labours. , 

The critical conjectures of the fathers, and the alteri- WW, that 
tions, which many heretics have made in the text of the BW cal 
New Teſtament, in order to render it more conformable Whrjed, 


to their own tenets, will be examined in the * the 
5 | CNaptel | 


SECT 


cox)! 
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ably N capter, becauſe in ſuch caſes, both fathers and heretics 
le- not to be conſidered as evidence, ſince they conjec- 
mon Wl ice, or invent, without the ſupport of manuſcripts, or 


tght ny other authority. 
ther 


only 
eaſon cox IEcTrVRAL EMENDATIONS OF THE GREEK TES$- 


error TAMENT. 


caule 
% EF. -ob- 


le queſtion, whether critical conjecture is applicable to the 
New Teftament, is not ro be decided on theological grounds. 


ions 
er by 
have T is one of the moſt important, and at the ſame time 
one of the moſt diſputed points in ſacred criticiſm, 


ſtudy WiWutether what is called conjectura critica may be applied 
„ but Wiſh the New Teſtament : or, in other words, whether in 
ve the Nerain caſes, and under certain reſtrictions, provided 
ought e uſe all due care and caution, we may reject the read- 
might Wor of all the manuſcripts, verſions, and fathers, and 
Latin, WWWrrcly on a probable ſuppoſition admit a reading, that 
ou . ſupported by no written authority: and whether, if 
the la- 


e proceed on theſe principles, we have any reaſon to 
ect, that we ſhall ever arrive at the truth. 

Many men of. learning, who undoubtedly deſerve a 
Jace in the lift of critics, are of opinion that conjec- 
s are as allowable at preſent in the New Teſtament, 
n the Claſſic Authors. Yet the greateſt number 
our divines conſidered them formerly as preſump- 
ous, if not impious; but thoſe very perſons, who 
bo ſtrenuouſly attached to the printed text, are not, 
Rate, as Wetſtein has obſerved in his Prolegome- 
, that a very great number of readings, which they 
Lealouſly ſupport, are nothing more than critical 
Meftures, advanced either by the ancient fathers, or 
| the modern editors of the Greek Teſtament in the 
Vor. Il. B b ſixteenth 
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ſixteenth and ſeventeenth centuries. Theſe readings 
therefore muſt be immediately rejected, if critical con. dan 
jecture is wholly inadmiſſible. 


$ 0 3 . as [ 

Now this queſtion is purely critical, and if we would te 
arrive at certainty, we muſt argue not on theological, nity 
Es 3 5 

but on critical grounds. The argument, which is drawn text 


from the hypotheſis, that divine providence would not Ind 
permit the true reading in any text of the New Teſts. re 
ment to be loſt, ſeems very extraordinary, when we con- 
ſider the perſons, who have applied it. For. theſe very 
men make no ſcruple, in imitation of Guflet, to puck 
at the meaning of Hebrew words merely from the con- eU 
text, and thereby tacitly acknowledge that divine pro- 
vidence has not guarded againſt the neceſſity of conjec- 
ture in the Old Teſtament. Why therefore ſhould they 
deny that the ſame liberty may be taken in the New? If 
confeſs that I am not attached to Guflet's party, though 
it was formerly in great repute, ſince a man may eafiy 
conjecture, though poſſeſſed of little knowledge: and 
yet T cannot deny that there are ſeveral Hebrew words, 
of which the meaning cannot be aſcertained with any 
degree of certainty. If divine providence therefore has 
permitted conjecture to be neceſſary in determining the 
meaning of words in the Old Teſtament, it cannot be 
inconſiſtent with the ſame providence, that conjectur 
ſhould be made on the readings of the New Teſtament 
Beſides, no man can aſſert, that, becauſe the true read 
ing of any paſſage is no longer to be found, it is ther 
fore totally loſt, ſince the number of manuſcripts of ti 
Greek Teſtament, (not to mention other original docu 
ments) which have been actually collated, are triflingi 
compariſon with the whole number that have been wil 
ten; and a reading, which is now ſupported only h 
probable conjecture, may hereafter be confirmed by go 
authority. | 
Nor does it diminiſh the certainty of our faith, ti 
ſome few paſſages of the New Teſtament have Cert 
internal marks, which diſcover them to be not genuik 
and which render it neceſſary to reſtore the truc _ 


. | of the Greek Teſtament. 5 


1s Why critical conjecture. Our faith would then only be in 
on- danger, if the number of thoſe paſſages was ſo very great, 

to render the whoſe New Teſtament ſuſpicious ; or if 
ud Mite principal, and diſtinguiſhing doctrines of Chriſtia- 
cal, Waiy, muſt be either added to, or taken from the ſacred 
wn tent, on no other authority than that of mere conjecture. 
not ud it muſt be evident to every man, that the New 
tz. WTctament would be a very uncertain rule of life and 
on- Manners, and indeed wholly unfit to be uſed as a ſtandard 
very of religion, if it were allowable, as is the practice of ſe- 
ck eral Socinians, to apply critical conjecture in order to 
con- edabliſ the tenets of our own party. For inſtance, if, in 


pro. Norder to free ourſelves from a ſuperſtitious doctrine, on 
ec · Nue ſuppoſition that the Divinity of Chriſt is unground- 
there, we were at liberty to change, without any authority, 


Wis v d Ao, John 1. I. into Se Jv 0 Aoyos, and 6 & eu 


duch $:05, Rom. tx. 5. into wv 6 tmi wavruy Fee, the 
cally dle would become ſo very uncertain, that every man 


night believe, or diſbelieve, as beſt ſuited his own prin- 
eples. Againſt critical conjectures of this kind, I ſhall 
ua ſubſequent ſection bring ſuch arguments, as I think 
ery candid and 1mpartial Deiſt will acknowledge to be 
we. But, if we aſſume not to ourſelves the power of 
Wering articles of religion, and confine our emendations 
0 mere matters of criticiſm, if we alter, for inſtance, 
asd gan, Heb. xi. 37. to erngw3ncar, the grounds of 
ur faith are by no means affected, nor have we reaſon 
o fear any evil conſequence. 

, I am apprehenſive that many divines, by a 
00 great rigour on this ſubject, ſupport the cauſe of the 
demies of our religion, who inſiſt that the admiſſion of 
tical conjecture renders faith uncertain. For, though 
| will appear from the following ſection, that critical 
ijecture is not abſolutely neceſſary for the eſtabliſhing 
| the true text of the Greek Teſtament, yet there are 


Mages in the Hebrew Bible, in which we cannot well 
ſpenſe with it. 
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S T 
Critical examination of this queſtion. 


. this ſection I will ſet aſide all dogmatical argumemni , # 
and examine the queſtion in point in a purely crit 
cal manner. 

In ancient writings, of which only one copy is e 
critical conjecture is indiſpenſable. For it is not to 
expected, that the copyiſt has no where made 2 miſtaly 
and the further he is removed from the age, in hi 
the author hved, the more copies in the mean time m 
have been taken, and of courſe the number of miſta 
muſt have increaſed in proportion. Where there 2 
errors therefore in this ſingle copy, they can be correc We 
by no other means, than by critical conjecture. F 
this reaſon the firſt editors of ancient authors, at f 
tume of the revival of learning, were obliged, whe 
they had only a fingle manuſcript, to make correctio 
in many caſes according to probable conjecture: Motte 
though they have fallen ſometimes into error, vet the 
editions would have been much leſs perfect, if they hz 
not availed themſelves of this liberty. Even in the p 
ſent age we ſhould act on the ſame principles, if we ine 
the good fortune to diſcover a manuſcript of thoſe bod 
of Livy, which are now wanting. 

The neceſſity of critical conjecture remains the (anWhojri 
even where there are ſeveral manuſcripts, if thoſe mani N eror 
ſcripts are only copies of one and the ſame more anctei nere 
manuſcript : for thoſe copies, with all their deviatioM\ylo 
from each other, repreſent to us only a ſingle manuſcrihÞ 4 f 

Both of theſe caſes take place in regard to Tacitus, Wuthc 
Erneſti has ſhewn in the preface to that author, in ti man 
two firſt leaves of the ſheet, that have the ſignature I is 
Critical conjecture therefore is abſolutely neceſſarp in i 
writings of Tacitus. Erneſti has ſeveral uſeful remat 
on this ſubject, which I wiſh my readers would conſul 
becauſe they would elucidate the ſubject in que ten 
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er are of importance in the criticiſm of the New 
fament, provided any part of it comes under the 
e deſcription. 

ue have more than a ſingle copy of any work, and 
ie copies are tranſcripts of different and diſtinct ma- 
{npts, the neceſſity of critical conjecture decreaſes 
wportion to the number of copies: but it does not 
wely vaniſh, unleſs the number of the manuſcripts is 
n conſiderable. For an erroneous reading may have 
= ſo widely propagated, as to have found admiſſion 
many tranſcripts : and the true reading may be diſ- 
table in none, ſome having one erroneous reading, 
another. 

We have no reaſon therefore to cenſure the critics of 
fxteenth century, if in their editions of the Greek 
at ment they have ſometimes departed from the read- 
x of their manuſcripts, and ſubſtituted in their ſtead 
as were agreeable to probable conjecture. Eraſmus 
botterdam, when he publiſhed his firſt edition of the 


xk Teſtament, had very few manuſcripts : of the Re- 
ey hon in particular he had only one, and we cannot 
ae pole therefore chat he was in poſſeſſion of all the 
line readings. Luther likewiſe, in his tranſlation of 


New Teſtament, admitted critical conjecture, ren- 
g Tab da, Acts ix. 36. by © Taba,” according to a 
poltion of Reuchlin. It is true that this conjecture 
man eroneous: but another alteration, which in his time 
anc nere conjecture, or at beſt was only ſupported by 
rata Vulpate, namely his tranſlation of araraig, 2 Pet. ii. 
uſcnp dT i were «yore, has been ſince confirmed by 
| authority of manuſcripts. That Luther had actually 
m i manuſcripts with this reading, as Saubert " conjec- 
cure is very improbable, when we conſider that in the 
n "BE, where he reſided, no manuſcripts were preſerved, 
rema'Wthe conſultation of manuſcripts was foreign to Lu- 
$ plan of ſtudy. This at leaſt is certain, that 
Iten applied critical conjectures in the Old Teſta- 
; Which have been ſupported by no authority what- 
| | ſoever. 
nt lectiones Matthæi, p. 35, 36. 38. 
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ſoever. After the publication of the editions of Era. 
mus, of the Complutenſian edition, which was likewif. WM k 
taken from written copies, and that of Robert Stephens, i "i 
with various readings from fifteen manuſcripts, the ne. n 
ceſlity of critical conjecture was conſiderably diminiſhed ; 
and more caution was requiſite in the admiſſion of 1 ney 
reading, if, as the number of manuſcripts increaſed, ir 
could be found in none of them. Yet the number o 
collated manuſcripts was at that time fo ſmall, in com- 
pariſon with that which we have at preſent, the extrads 
were ſo few, and fo imperfe&, and the ancient verſions 
if we except the Latin, were ſo little known, that we 
have no right to cenſure an editor of that age, for aſſum 
ing to himſelf the right of critical conjecture. If Col 
næus therefore, and Beza?, have inſerted in the text o 
their editions, readings which they found in no manu 
ſcript, and which were ſupported only by critical con 
jecture, they were in very different circumſtances fron 
thoſe in which we are at preſent: for we have no 
only ten times as many witneſſes for or againſt a read 
ing, as they had, but we have examined them with mud 
greater accuracy; and the aſſertion of Wetſtein, th 
modern critics have the ſame privilege, as thoſe of th 
ſixteenth century, is not wholly agrecable to the truth ner 
' Nay, even that, which I ſhould confider as allowable ee 
Eraſmus Schmid, who collected the materials for h 
Greek Teſtament in the beginning of the ſeventeent 
century, though it was not publiſhed before the en 
1658, would be unwarrantable in a critic, who lived ent ti 
the latter part of the eighteenth century. | 
For the probability, that critical conjecture alone ci 
reſtore the true reading, decreaſes in the ſame prop 
tion, as our materials of criticiſm, or collections of 
rious readings increaſe. And ſince ſo many manulery! We 
works of the fathers, and ancient verſions made in 
tant countries, and in different periods, have been c Nat th 
fully collated; ſince alſo thoſe very ancient Latin 8 


4 1 om m 
tions, that vary ſo conſiderably from each other, 3 "gb 


x See Wetſtein's Prolegomena, p. 141. 
Ib. p. 147. 2 Ib. p. 153. 
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ſhed; 


we tranſlated from very different Greek manuſcripts, 
we been made known to the public, we might doubt 
wether critical conjecture ought not at preſent to be 


mtirely rejected. 


Yet the right of critical conjecture has been ſupported, 
gen in the preſent age, by ſeveral warm, and even learn- 


wi 9 «advocates. However they have not felt, and of courſe 
Us q wt anſwered the objection, which I have made in the 


meceding paragraph: they have too much attended to 
theological objections; or they have too haſtily drawn 
tonclulons from principles, that are applicable only to 
miings, of which there are but a few manuſcripts, to 
the criticiſm of the New Teſtament, of which we have 
en copious collection of various readings. The moſt 
ekbrated advocate for the right of critical conjecture is 
Wetftein, who has delivered his ſentiments on this ſub- 


com- 
xtrads 
erſions 
nat we 
aſſum 
f Col 


text 0 


manu : 

al coe p. 854—8 58. of the ſecond volume of his Greek 
es fon Letament“. 

are no Al things however conſidered, I would not under- 
a read ale to baniſh conjecture entirely from the criticiſm of 
h mud be New Teſtament. I feel very ſtrongly the weight of 
in, tue of Wetſtein's proofs, though he has not given it the 
e of ale force of which it is capable. He ſays, p. 855. 
truth oxever inimĩcal the clergy have been to the uſe of critical 
able H emecture, they have not been able themſelves to refrain 
5 for rm alterations in the ſacred text, which are ſupported 
'enteent i no authority, and adds, cum ventum ad verum eſt, 
the ze vo moreſque repugnant. Now the practice of the an- 
0 lived ent theologians, and fathers, which he alleges in ſup- 


port 


alone ci i He fays, p. 855. Quæro qua via is, cui codices alios conſulere non 


c propa ſeire poſſit, quid aut a prima manu ſcriptum, aut poſtea immu. 
ons of v dum fit, niſi ex ingenio, conjectura, &c. Now it is true, that if we 
\nuſcnl d only as manuſcript, or one. edition of the Greek Teſtament, that 
* in f eil conjecture would be admiſſible ; but Wetſtein himſelf has taken 


a that we ſhould not be in this ſituation. In his edition alone we can 
Wonſult the readings of above an hundred manuſcripts; and it is a matter 
beat doubt, whether in that caſe we are at liberty to alter the text 
m mere conjecture. All his arguments in favour of the contrary 
mon, which I have not leiſure at preſent to examine ſeparately, are 
akened at once by what has been ſaid in the foregoing paragraphs ?, 
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port of his argument, does not appear to be of oreiſiol tir 
weight; for thoſe ancient writers were not in poſſeſſi ent 
of ſuch a collection of various readings as we are. A h: 
yet there are certain paſſages in the Greek Teſtament, Mi appt 
which 1 can hardly refrain from the uſe of critical coronal 
jecture, in oppoſition to the authority of all our wriceiadnss, 


documents; ſome of which paſſages the reader will f 
in my Expoſition of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews. If it 
aſked, why I would admit in thole caſes the right of c 


tical conjecture, in oppoſition to written authority, I a 

ſwer, becauſe the text itſelf, after all the pains which ha ede 
been beflowed on it, {till ſeems to be ſometimes ful. Mt co 
or at leaſt to be capable of an alteration, that would wr, 
more ſuitable to the context, and better adapted to iitenth 


deſign of the writer. For inſtance, I cannot read Ro 
viii. 2. without ſuppoſing that the Apoſtle wrote, ) 


the ay 
What 


vojhog Te uE H KAI Tns Cone & XS Ince Mau N teur: wlcabl 
a TS vopus THS EEG x& Ts Javxrs, becauſe the an Amer 
theſis would be then complete, and a ſenſe would r of { 
expreſſed that is ſuitable to the deſign of the Apo , a 
In ſhort, it appears to me, that there are ſome few pMſthis be 
ſages in the New Teſtament, which, in the language Wi ſlanc 
criticiſm, are called loct affecti, paſſages, in which Wlikew! 
have hitherto been able to derive no aſſiſtance, cul cales, 
from manuſcripts, fathers, or verſions, and which lane 


mand therefore the aid of critical conjecture. 

It is true, that the great number of manuſcripts broug 
from different and diſtant countries, together with t 
numerous ancient verſions, may be alleged as a weig 
argument againſt its admiſſion : for it might be ung 
that they would hardly be all erroneous in one and 


for inſt 
n, ſect. 


For inſt 
le quota 


dh was p 
ſame paſſage, and that one and the ſame miſtake ſho nl is 
have been made in each is certainly not to be expect, 90 
But we muſt recollect, that not a ſingle manuſcripi abe 
now extant, that was written in the four firſt centuſ ere c. 
and that the ancient ver ſions have not deſcended to ſr it i 
without alterations. It is likewiſe evident from tram 
writings of the fathers, that many readings were the f 

fell is cal 

{to uſe 


2? For inftance, Heb, xi. 37. Xii. 25, 


AP.) 


ores 
eſſic 


A 
nt, 1 
1 co 


vritte 


It fi 
If it 
of c 
„Ia 
h hat 
faul 
uld 
| to tl 


Mage 
hich 1 
e, ei 
uch d 


broug 
with t 
weig 
e urge 
e and 


ke ſho 


expect 
uſcrip 


centur 
led to 


from 


3 welt 
{ 


rl, — Of the Greek Teflament, 392 


times in the Greek manuſcripts, which are at 
rent to be found in none“, or only in a very 
1 having been altered either by accident, or becauſe 
br appeared to the tranſcribers to be obſcure, or ex- 
onable. It is therefore not impoſſible that other 
ning, which have not been preſerved in the works 
{the fathers, or in the Greek manuſcripts, may have 
n cqually loſt ; and among them perhaps ſome that 
xe genuine. Beſides, it is not impoſſible that there 
x many important manuſcripts of which we have no 
wiledge, and that a collation of thoſe manuſcripts 
wht confirm the critical conjectures of the eighteenth 
tary, in the ſame manner as many conjectures of the 


tenth century have been confirmed in the eighteenth, 
the authority of manuſcripts, and ancient verſions. 
What I have ſaid againſt critical conjecture, is not 


cable in an equal degree to all the books of the New 


lament, and not at all to the Revelation of St. John. 
of ſome books we have fewer tranſcripts than of 
hers, and of the Revelation we have the feweſt of all. 
ths book therefore it is the moſt probable, that th 

it ſlands in need of critical conjecture. | 

Likewiſe in other books of the New Teſtament, there 
cles, in which it is difficult to refrain from uſing 
lame liberty. The conjecture of Caſaubon, that the 


reading 


For inſtance, Inos before Baęa ag, Matth. xxvii. 16, 17. See 
nl, ſect. 11. ; 


Fer inſtance, John i. 18.0 poroyern; Seeg, a reading which we find 
lie quotations of the ancient fathers, and in the ancient verſions, and 
th was probably the common reading in the ſirſt centuries. But at 
pint it is found in only two manuſcripts, namely, in the eighth of 
ends manuſcripts, and in one of them which belonged to Colbert. 
tis a reading which conveys a good ſenſe, and is agreeable to the 
rexpreſions uſed by St. John. The eternal Son of God, whom he 
tefore called God, might not improperly be termed o pgoveyerns geog. 
Mts) it is a bold expreſſion, it is not contrary to the rules of the 
Kelt grammar: and in the ſame mann r, as the Jews called the true 


I the firſt born of the world' (DYW SW oa), and Chrift 
ais called o @gwToroxoc, Heb. i. 6. ſo might St. John have ven- 
{to uſe the expreſſion o fovoYevng Jeog. | 
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reading of Luke i. 39. ſhould be es ToAw Tera, and th 
of Valla, who propoſed to read, Acts ix. 7. Stugwry | 
To Oos, pndeve de axvorres, are 10 probable, that! Mes. 
avoid acceding to them. And the firſt editors of th 
Greek Teſtament fo ſenſibly felt the impropriety of | 
reading vis n es, Luke xiv. 5. that they unanimouſ 
inſerted ovos, though they found it in not a ſingle Man 
ſcript. It is true that they had the authority of the v 
gate, but even there the alteration had probably bee 
made from mere conjecture *®. | 

To what has been already obſerved on this ſubje 
may be added a remark, which gives a new turn to t 
inquiry, and entitles us to the ule of critical conjecty 
Namely, it is probable, that all our manuſcripts, 2 
verſions of the New Teſtament, were taken, not ft 
the ſingle copies of the Goſpels and Epiſtles, which yr 
ceeded from the hands of the Apoſtles themſelves, b 


ba, 
from the collection, that was formed of the ſeveral py . 
of the New Teſtament. We are in the ſame ſituatq adde 


therefore, as that which I deſcribed above, in ſpeałii e 7. 
of the works of Tacitus, nor would this ſituation 
altered, even if, inſtead of two hundred and ninety-t 
manuſcripts, which I enumerated in the ſixth ſection 
the eighth chapter, we had above a thouſand. Forth 
would ſtill be tranſcripts of one and the ſame copy: : 
if this copy had any errors, which it would be the high 
preſumption to deny, theſe errors muſt have been tra 
mitted into every manuſcript of the Greek Teſtam 
whatſoever, and theſe errors can be remedied only 
the aid of critical conjecture. See the remarks ul 
were made on the publication of the Greek Teſtame 
ch. vi. S 2. of this Introduction. 
It appears then, that a collection of critical conjectu 


"ule i iſh genuine tex 
may be of great uſe in eſtabliſhing the gen ad 
e One manuſcript of the old Latin verſion has filius, others HE 
e aſinus,* which laſt reading has been adopted in our preſent Vul the 
That it is an alteration from conjecture is the more probable, bec plauſi 


the Codex Cantabrigienſis has another alteration, viz. OS 
is certainly mere conjecture. 
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{| | . 
ks particular advantage, that we are led by it to ex- 


une manuſcripts, and other original documents, with 
eater accuracy, in order to ſee whether thoſe readings, 
Mich had no other ſupport than conjecture, may not 
fabliſhed by written authority. For we know from 
aul experience, that this has been the caſe with ſeve- 
radings : a conjecture of Laurentius Valla, relative 
Ads ix. 7. has been confirmed by the Ethiopic ver- 
n: and having once propoſed myſelf, in my public 
Gures, to read aazaufar for &, Gal. iv. 20. 1 
s reminded that Grieſbach had produced this reading 


yectulfhn his Codex 66. 

pts, A collection of the kind, which I mentioned in the 
10t fr xeding paragraph, has been publiſhed by Bowyer, a 
ich ned bookſeller in London. The firſt edition appeared 
ves, 1763, under the title, Conjectural emendations on 
ral pu New Teſtament, collected from various authors, and 


Ituatic 
{peak 
ation 
nety-ti 
ſection 
For th 


added as a ſupplement to Bowyer's edition of the 
tek Teſtament, in which the editor mentioned in the 
page only the initials of his name. The ſecond 
ton was publiſhed in 1772, with conſiderable addi- 
is, which edition was tranſlated into German by Pro- 
br Schulz, and much improved by tne learned tranſ- 


Pp) : or. The third edition, with ſtill greater improve- 
ce high, was publiſhed in London in 1782. This is a 
cen Han, which is claſſical in its kind, and to which the 
_ drs of future critics will probably be annexed. 

only | 
rks wl — . ———— 
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propriety of critical conjecture conjidered a poſteriore, 
and from its application to particular examples. 


onjectu 
ne text 


HE objections, whit may be made Aa priore to 
the uſe of critical conjecture, though they ap- 
plauſible on the firſt view, have been fully anſwered 
"8 8 in 


others 
ſent Vulz 
able, bed 
Caro, 


Creek Teſtament : and it is likewiſe attended with -— 
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in the preceding ſection. But an examination of! 
various conjectures, which have in different ages he 
propoſed by men of the firſt eminence, and been alm 
univerſally adopted, will teach us to be very cautigy wa, | 
how we apply it ourſelves. Of ſeveral hundreds, whid 
| Bowyer has produced, there is hardly one, which, alte 
an impartial examination, will be found probable. My 
of them are the reſult of hurry, ignorance, or at leaf 
want of knowledge in matters, which have been fin 
placed in a clearer light; and they have nothing eſt 
recommend them but a quality, which is always tot 
ſuſpected in the art of criticiſm, that of being more © 
and intelligible to common readers, and of being & 
void of that roughneſs, which characterizes the genuin 
readings of the Greek Teſtament. On the other hand 
it cannot be denied, that there are ſome few, which be 
on them the marks of probability. The matter bein 
thus circumſtanced, it is evident, that too much <Q 
cannot be taken in the admiſſion of critical conjefur 
into the text itſelf. Where ancient critics have take 
this liberty, modern critics contend that they hare 1 
jured the text. I will therefore mention a few inſtance 
that the reader may be able to judge for lumſelf *. 
Of all the fathers, no one was ſo well qualified by 
learning for making critical conjectures, as Origen; 
no one has ventured to go further. One of his conje 
tures relates to the following texts, Matth. viii. 2 
Mark v. 1. Luke viii. 26. on which he writes as follow 
in his Commentaries on St. John, Tom. VI. © W) d pe 
ever would perfectly underſtand the ſacred writings, m | 
not think that a minute attention to proper names 1s ole e 
no importance. For miſtakes in proper names are to Wiſh rad; 
found in the Greek manuſcripts, of which the followed a 
is an example. It is related by the Evangelifts, that i 
country, where the ſwine were driven by the devils in 
the ſea, was the Land of the Geraſenes (xwes Tw Ti 
om). Now Geraſa, which is a city of Arabia, has __ 
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* The latter part of this ſection may be conſidered as an appendix 
chap. vi. ſet. 12. 
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le nor ſea near it: and it is impoſſible that the Evan- 
ſts, who were well acquainted with Paleſtine, could 
ue made ſo palpable a miſtake. Some of the manu- 
58 have run Tadagmo, but Gadara, which 1s a city in 
ea, is alſo at a diſtance from any lake, or ſea. But 
l, which gives name to the country of tlie Gerge- 
nes, is an ancient city on the lake of Tiberias; and 
do it there are ſteep rocks, which hang over the ſea, 
dre at this very day the place is ſhewn, from which 
ine fell“. On this relation of Origen may be made 
r following remarks. | 
1. Origen confiders it as certain, that all the manu- 
riots, with which he was acquainted, were in ſome 
aces erroneous. | 
2 lt is his intention to confirm this opinion by an 
ple, which to him appears to admit of no doubt. 
this very example 1s an argument againſt Origen, 
|zpainſt the uſe of critical conjecture. 
4 The reading Tegy:omwr, which is that of our com- 
n printed editions, he found in no manuſcript ; for 
bs manuſcripts, and that in all the three Goſpels, had 
her Tgomwy, Or Dadzenu. The reading, therefore, 
ww, which is generally found in our manuſcripts, 
be aſcribed to no other cauſe, than the conjecture 


d by Oren, 

en; u His reaſon for rejecting TaIzenmu was, becauſe 
cone was no ſea near Gadara. But this is not ſufficient 
— ad for rejecting the reading. For Gadara, which 
olle 


ces in Judza, a name thai he probably uſes to ſig- 
al Paleſtine, was, according to the accounts of 
pus *, the capital of Peræa; and from this town 
ole of the adjacent country, as far as Galilee, was 
Ul Tadaęlg +, The country of Gadara, therefore. 
ed as far as the ſea of Tiberias, into which the | 
ll: and, as the Evangeliſts relate not that Chriſt 
o Gadara, but only into the country of the Ga- 
tes, or, in other words, that he croſſed the ſea of 
Tiberias, 


are 0! 
follow! 
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evils in 
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| Jud, Lib. IV. cap. vii. 5 3. 
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Tiberias, and landed on the eaſtern ſhore, it is of ng 


importance, whether there was a fea near Gadara it{yj 
Y 


or not. - Origen therefore might have permitted &;,MM.4} 
reading, which he found in a few manuſcripts, but whit 
we mo only in the Syriac verſion, to remain. vorks 
5. It is equally unimportant, whether there was a (un 
near the city Geraſa, which lay on the other fide of th n the 


Jordan, near the river Jabbok : for the reading Team On 
vwv, does not imply that Chriſt came to the city Gen 
but only to the country of the Geraſenes. Now it fl 
pears from the accounts of Joſephus *, that Geraſa y 
a large fortified town, and that it gave name to a cena 
diſtrict, in a part of which a-fort was built of the nan 
of Ragaba. Now Ragaba, or, as it is written in Hit of 
brew, Argob, was fifteen Roman mules to the Weſt ori 
Geraſa: and Reland, in his Palæſtina, p. 959. obſem 
that the land of the Geraſenes extended a great wayt 
the Weſtward, a circumſtance neceſſary for the undeifietrey 
ſtanding of the New Teſtament. It is not improbii pen 
therefore, that the Land of the Geratenes bordered, M this f 
ſome places, on the lake of Genneſareth; and it is net in 
manifeſt that T:exomw, as Origen aſſerts, is abſolutely Mt is c. 
falſe reading. In fact, we have no concern with the colfh alter 
of Gerafa, in inquiring into a reading, which relates r had 
to the country at large, which derived its name from iltamer 
city. In Arabic, Gerſh (), ſignifies the Ladet m; 
Gilead. See the Supplementa ad Lex. Heb. Num. 4)#mw 

6. The alteration of the text to Teen, Okto h- 
grounded on no other authority, than that a place will n 
the city of Gergeſa was ſtill ſhewn at that very i. 0 
where the ſwine fell into the ſea. Now every one, Hepts, 
knows the impoſitions, which have been practiled None 
travellers through Paleſtine, in pointing out to them 
ſcenes of actions recorded in the ſacred writing, min, w 
wonder that ſo learned, and fo ſenſible a man as Oi this 
could alter the text of three Eyangeliſts, merely on 


a tradition. | TE 
7. der, Lan, 

* Bell. Jud. Lib. I. cap. iv. 5 8. This at le: 

f Art gat „ Tos T:eaxoyvuwy gi nN pruv pa a Ha People, * ſarily 
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en AP, zer 
been in that country, in order to trace the foot (ops ich 
Chriſt and his Apoſtles, I am perſuaded, that we - n opt 
not to read Bethany in this patlage, bun Bethaharg. Wu of Bet! 
Bethany, as the Evangeliſt himlelt relates, was the 1; Mie ti 
place of Lazarus, Martha, and Mary, and onl, een 
ſtadia from Jeruſalem ; but the Jordan was at 1-10, Hen 


(peak in round numbers, an hundred and nigety fad 
from that city. Nor 1s there any city Whattoecver of th 


n of 
ow we 


name of Bethany near to that river. But there js a (ns 0 
of the name of Bethalara on the banks of the Joy mms 
where it is ſaid, that John baptized 4.” | by þ 

Here again Origen grounds the reading, which hee 
ſubſtituted for Bethany, on no other authorit \ thant! of t! 
relation of {ſuch perlons, as conduct travellers toten 
places in Paleſtine, which are mentioned in the u 


writings. Thele perſons either had no inclinition n, 
conduct Origen to the Bethany, which an on the eon 
ſide of the Jordan, as the journey might have been ach 
tended with danger, on account of the tribes of wil me: 
dering Arabs which inteſted that country ; or ther ge wer; 
wholly ignorant of the place. Not to loc therefore t, e 
profits ariſing from conducting ſtrangers, they sheer, 
Bethabara to Origen, as the place where John lap! pur 
and the learned father was credulous enough to hehe Was 
them. . 
Now his ohjections to the common reading cnt On, t 
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vanith, as ſoon as we examine the text nelt, and inqu 
into the real ſtate of the caſe. Origen favs, that Beth 
lay near Jeruſalem, and therefore at a diftance from! 
Jordan. But it may be aſked, whether there was! 
more than one city of that name; and whether we m 
neceflarily ſuppoſe that the city in queſtion was the pla 


where Lazarus reſided. It appears even trom the Rug, 
preſſion uſed by St. John, that, whether we read Bethe 
or Bethabara, there was more than one city of the naſe ad 
which he mentioned: for if any man ſhould tu, ad 
things were done at Franctort on the Oder every ml es 
even without a knowledge of Germany, would conc! Who k 
that there was ſome other town of the tame name, | =. 
W. , 
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Mich the former was diſtinguiſhed by the addition ot. 

vithet, In the fame manner, when St. John ſpeaks 
Adebar beyond Jordan, we muſt luppole that there 
wo tio cities Of that name, and that the city which he 
ant was different from that, which was fituate on the 
mat of Olives. But Orige n lays that there was no 
py the name of Bethany on any part of the Jordan. 
ve might reply, that Origen hardly vilited all the 
* the banks of the Jordan, and that, like other 
rims, he probably took the route, which was pointed 
thy his guides ; or that the wars between the Jews 
I the Romans had ſo deſolated, and fo altered the 
of the country, that many towns nught have exiſted 
th time of John the Baptiſt, of which no traces re- 
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9 
I d in the days of Origen. But this anſwer is un- 
on n, for the Evange liſt uſes a very indeterminate 
oon, he fays that the place, where John baptized, 
\.on $0 the other tide of the Jordan, an expreſſion whic h 
ol v8" means implies that the town lay on the banks of 
en deer; for it might have been ſituated either on the 
e or on ſome other ſtream conſiderably to the 
v thewl ud, where John had a ſufficient ſupply of water 
1111111" purpole of baptizing. The alteration, therefore, 
1 8 made by Origen, was wholly without foun- 
In, 

» cnn en, though he was a man of profound learning, 
ing BeeGeEwn, which he found in all his manu— 
it Roth into Beens, tor no other reaſon than becauſe 
« (rom feet underſtand the common reading. That which 
„e Luubſtituted has been approved by ſeveral critics, 
ven rn adopted in the Vulgate, and thence transferred 
« the pla Wher's tranſlation ; but the alteration was wholly 
an the , as the reading Bens is highly applicable 
0 Beta bernce of the devils, as may be ſeen in the Sup— 
{tho nad Lex. Hebraica. Num. 268. 

uv, « (PE adopted the conjecture of Reuchlin TaG for 
every u es x. 36. But at preſent no man would ſup- 
1 conc) ih ho knows that Nr is a good Chaldee word, 
ame, FE mphaticus of RAD. 
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To mention only one more example of critical con- 
jecture. Several critics have thought the 1 pl 
ſage, ro yup Ayap Eva opos egi tv TH Apabig, . I\ th 
ſo very extraordinary, that they have ing 
it from mere conjecture, as may be ſeen in "_ 
Critical Conjectures. But no man, who knen tha N 
Arabic word Hagar („=) ſignified a rock, coul 


ir jon in this paſſage: for it! Is 

think of making an alteration in this paſſag * be 
—_— _ 2 „ Likewi 
Hagar, and St. Pau * mh 
eee. error, ſince the paſſage _ be _ My rea 
the word Hagar denotes mount Sinai in _ 6 ide K 
remark I made many years ago in uy ow 5 Heſs re 
epiſtle to the Galatians : and the colle& A 0 . Ude a 
jectural Emendations has likewiſe a _ 4 3 Mark 
being his uſual practice to mention t np oof a ry 
which may be made to the propoſed 3 w f bring 
conjecture of Dr. Semler, relative wy 5 yam Ty 
the epiſtle to the 3 _ mere _ aa Pr 0 ny * 
iew for 1768, Nè. 30. and _ 
_ as Profeſior Schulz, who had not _ 1 * 8 ; Cope, 
ber, has taken in his edition of br cl ” = M7 
P. 395—397- The agreement et, 5 hid the; 
uſed in both of thoſe works is remarkab k —_ T7 
The foregoing ſpecimens are futhcien al men 
unneceſſary critical conjectures are in r hben 7 
to the New Teſtament: and, as or a wires abe con! 
the ſame ſtamp, it would be ulelets P Mak xy 
other examples. b e 8 
l lark XY 

———  — — — nuſcript p 

| . Would Pt 

S&T I. 18 


5 
ö author *. Xe. 
Some critical conjectures propoſed by the [ Wars, 


IIted and 
in pallaza_ - 
HAVE ſaid above, that there are e ar 10 5 
1 the New Teſtament, in which ] _— — 
from venturing a critical conjecture. 


-braic2, 498. 
i See the Supplementa ad Lex, Hebraica, P 
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fey examples, becauſe they may tend to illuſtrate the 
preceding ſections; and if, ſince the time that any 
one of them occurred to me, I have found reaſon to alter 
my opinion, I will add that this or that conjecture is un- 
recefſary. The number of them 1s but ſmall, becauſe 
[ have never ſought for them, and have only noted thoſe, 
which ſeemed to force themſelves upon me. 

In St. Matthew's Goſpel I have only one, namely ch. 
Min. 16. where I would read o de evdexx KAI o palnras. 
Likewiſe Triller's Conjecture, ide emev vw for wy e 
wa, v. 7. of the ſame chapter, is extremely probable. 
My reaſon for this opinion 1 have given in the Hiſtory 
pf the Reſurrection, p. 118, 119. 324. But the firſt of 
thee readings may poſſibly be aſcribed to the negligence 
i the perſon, who tranſlated St. Matthew's Goſpel. _ 
Mark xiv. 69. n waidioxn. This reading implies that 
tuns the very fame maid, who, v. 67. has accuſed Peter 
being a companion of Chriſt ; and it contains an evi- 
ent contradiction to Matth. xxvi. 71. e108 GUT AAA. 
tmay be aſked then, whether Taidiozy was never written 
thout the article, I will not appeal to the Ethiopic 
(Coptic verſions, which have © another maid,” becauſe 
ls reading might have been ſubſtituted, in order to 
Fold the above-mentioned contradiction. Likewiſe in 
e Engliſh verſion, though it was certainly made from 
edition, in which n waldtgnn ſtood, has not the maid,” 
u maid. The queſtion is, whether my conjecture 
abe confirmed by the authority of no manuſcript. 
Mark xvi. 8. den de err. Ought we not to read 
b ir? See the Hiſtory of the Reſurrection, p. 135. 
Mark xvi. IA. a&vaxeimevols RUTOIS TH erde c. Has no 
nulcript avαεεννντjꝭi avroics KAI Tos edna ? This read- 
> would perfectly correſpond to Luke xxiv. 36. 
uke vi. 29. &T0 v &60YT0%G O8 To I{ATIOV X&L TOV NATWUE 
arg. Ought not the order of theſe words to be 
ſeted, and the paſſage written, amo Ts aigorog Os Toy 
1 Ka To WAGTIOV fall x S? The poſition of XIT wy 
ans would then correſpond to their poſition, 

"7: 40. and the paſſage cold be more eaſily ex- 
EE plained 


we h * =] 4 * a 
3s * s "SY: "2 * * _— "+ A #0558 — : 
7 I E * "a * 4 as 0 - * 4 
: , , . e 3 ; . FE G3” os 2 o 
- e: 1 = 1 8 7 1 2 ** 8 * * * CRE IT © So A 2 „ — 
2 7" * 1 21 — 3 0 of Coe A > 2 


, 4 * b. 
F 3k - „ 
3 2 4 
- : * - þ #4 — ; - mg 
NY : * . 4 . 4, 4 3 — 1 — * : 
— + ES MAS 2 — - & : — _ * 4 at = 3 ay * a Hh k - 
4 + * a * as wt? ct - : 5 e 23 * 1 * . * 
3 8 « : 5 * * ' ts — ny INST » 2 P A 4 F 2 ”"Y the) 
1 . i= 2 * N. 1 —_— 8 i” or SORES. 4+ - 2 * n — 
2 » 4 : 4 -» — 8 » "JJ fy. ts 15 b 
es os +0 "a £2 pp i 


a 
U Py RS 
Abs 3% hs 
I G 


e 
IG "I 


2 3 
* n dl 
* 1 — 
* ws, & is 


_— G 
n _ OO * 
oy I 


—_— 


W n 
F 7 PIR . : L * 
' | ache ee ee e 
8 OE 22 


* » "ro 
„ 


404 Conjectural Emendations CHAP,x, 


plained from the laws of the Jews, as I have ſhewn in the 
Moſaic Law, Sect. 148. N'. 3. But I acknowledge tha "ha 
the alteration is not abſolutely neceſſary, for Chrift might which 
have uſed both of theſe expreſſions, and St. Matthew him{clf 
have obſerved that arrangement, which was moſt intel WM opinion 
ligible to a Jew, St. Luke that which was moſt intel. 191 
gible to a foreigner ; or St. Luke himſelf, for want o John 
ſufficient knowledge of the Jewiſh law *, might hay dition | 
inverted theſe expreſſions, in which caſe the preſent read that the 
ing muſt be aſcribed, not to a copyiſt, but to the autho b St. 
himſelf. ound b. 
Luke ix. 10. The word avrigy ſeems to have beef neſſes 
omitted after £5 rowov t njẽjt; to a deſert place, oppoſti y it dh 
to a city, which is called Bethſaida.* See Mark vi. 4 ber te 
Luke x1. 36. This verſe would be more intelligible John 1 
if we inſerted the article v0, and read & w To owns ꝗαν 
QoTewov, n X Th preeos CROTEWOY, £5"0%) Qtorewor TO ov aw be 
The meaning of the paſſage would then be, if in co ſt wa 
ſequence of one perfect eye thy whole body is light, tak Acts ix 
care that the whole, that is, the whole man, body a We occult 
ſoul, become light.” The eyes gives light to the bod edtur 
but that, which Chriſt calls light, ſhall enlighten, N me « 
give true knowledge to the whole man. eures ar; 
Luke x11. 1 5. ori 8% e TW WERLKOCEVELY rien Con aur arty t 
e ro uTagyorur avry. It may be aſked, whether do n 
Luke did not write ors wn tv TW Wepiooeves T1 n Sen a. Wnjetyr 
ew, AAA ex ru vTa&gxovru are, that is, we lire Ah of « 
from that, which is ſuperabundant, but from that, hq; Th, 


we really enjoy, or from that which we employ in fo and ; 
raiment, &c.” See Horace's Satires, Book I. |. 45—6 XY 
Even without making an alteration in the text, we ng" me 
give it the ſame ſenſe, provided we inſerted a con w/c, 


after egi. | PT” * exe 
Luke xxiv. 12. It ſeems to me that ſomething 15 [Cs xri. 


wanting, relative to the appearance of Chriſt to Fir ſug; 
OT” vi 


; | meu 
* See the Moſaic Law, Vol. III. p. 49—51- % = ( 
* Or without the inſertion of the article if, inſtead of o, . te ben 
eAoov, the ſoul, or reaſon, for Suidas explains N, 35 ſynonymou thou e 
| | U. 


ones and vyings r 


SORT „ 
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which is recorded 1 Cor. xv. 5. and which St. Luke 


limſelf mentions, ch. xxiv. 34. My reaton for this 


opinion is given in the Hiſtory of the Reſurrection, 
þ 191—193- | 5 

John vi. 2 1. nee wv avrov AuGtw. This is a contra- 
liftion to the relation of the other Evangeliſts, who ſay 
tut the diſciples actually took Chriſt into the ſhip. Per- 
haps St. John wrote nafev wv avrov AzCtw. This conjecture 
would be allowed in profane writers, who had been eye- 
nitnefſes of the ſame fact; and no reaſon can be aſſigned 
vy it ſhould be refuſed to the ſacred writers, when they 
pear to be at variance with each other. 

John xvi1. 10. 9:J{aowas. Ought it not to be written 
Þ4areuas, the paulo poſt futurum ? The ſenſe would 
ben be © T ſhall ſoon be glorified through them :* for 
ſt was at that time not yet glorified in his Apoſtles. 
Ads ix. 16. vwoJefw avry. An alteration in this paſ- 
Wt occurred to me before the publication of Bowyer's 
Wnectures, in which a fimilar amendment is propoſed 
home one who ſigns himſelf R.“ As the two con- 
ares are not preciſely the ſame, and yet have a great 
Warity to each other, I will mention that which oc- 


r ed to me, as it is always a preſumption in favour of 
a ecture, when two different critics write indepen- 
e "WF"! of each other, and yet propoſe the fame amend- 


Rl, The alteration which occurred tome was vredeifx 
$ and in my public lectures I have explained the 
"RX as follows: non tam vexavit ecclefiam meam, 
\ me ita rem moderante, alios vexans vidit, quid 
it ple aliquando pro me pati. Non nova illi erunt, 
um exemplum in aliis præivit. | 
C *r 26. 4a Tavruy Ta dec aveln. This paſſage 
* ulpicions, and ſeems to be one of thoſe interpo- 
> With which the Acts of the Apoſtles have been 
2 disfigured. Ir is poſſible that doors may be 
* by an earthquake, but it is hardly poſſible 
how ee of priſoners ſhould be looſed, at leaſt not 
* yy the perſons, who wore them. And, 
eue extraordinary, not only the fetters of Paul 
CC 3 and 
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and Silas are looſened, but alſo thoſe of the other pri n t 
ſoners; yet not one of them makes his eſcape, thougii - 10 
they had hardly been impriſoned, like St. Paul, for vir mi 
tuous actions: nay, many of them were perhaps und Ro! 
{entence of death. | propoſ 
Acts xxvili. 16. zus ozaPns. The article is here, i Rot 
my opinion, very ſuſpicious : for this reading inpli Kon 
that they had before let the boat into the fea, and h Ne Ch 
afterwards great difficulty in reaching it. This is ! Fas thi 
probable, becauſe 1. No reaſon can be aſſigned, u mnuſc 
they ſhould have let it down into the ſea in a ſtom "ay 
2. If they had let it down into the ſea, they would ha FH 
been able to draw it up again, unleſs we ſuppoſe, wh ＋ on 
is contrary to reaſon, that they had let it entirely loof g 457 
3. Suppoſing the boat to have been looſe, it does nM + 
appear that the circumſtance of the ſhip's being near t c | 
iſland has any connection with the recovery of this bo a 
I would therefore omit the definite article, and expid I 
the paſſage, © Being near an iſland we fought for he " N. 
but could not procure a boat to our aſſiſtance. . 
Rom. 1. 4. In this difficult paſſage it appears to . Se 
that the conjunction xz is wanting, and that we 01208 15 : 
to read nare pvevpua wYiwouns KAI i aαᷣ j, vg | As | 
According to this reading Chriſt would be called | 4 . 
ſon of God for two reaſons, 1. in conſequence of Yaſh 
eternal divine nature, 2. on account of his reſurrect x of e 
from the dead. This conjecture is however not à 100 
lutely neceffary, as the difficulty may be removed fence i 
pointing the ſentence in a manner different from the Bp . 
ſent, which I ſhall ſhew in the chapter relating 0 e. 1 
ſubject. It may be obſerved alſo, that 2 " f 
have taken for granted that YE ο”i gm Y berely t 
eternal Godhead, without any authority, or 212": Io 
drawn from the analogy of the Greek language. nne, a 
Rom. vii. 24. e T8 TWjGr05 TH Javary Tx. * ſcience 
manuſcript theſe words 8 an inverted order, name Nags 
Ts Javary Tu TWjhtTL TETE! | d compliar 
Rom. vii. 2 5. EX apirw T Vi. It may be 3 her: er 


a : 0, An 
whether St. Paul did not write & ne 7? d, 


ge T.V. Of the Greek Teſtameut. 407 


fon to expreſs the following ſenſe, euge! gratia Dei me 
z morte hujus corporis liberavit per Jeſum Chriſtum 
dominum noſtrum. f 

Rom. viii. 2. A conjecture relative to this text I have 
rropoſed in the ſecond ſection of this chapter. 

Rom. ix. 12. x«AwTog. Ought we not to read azAwro ? 

Rom. ix. 16. This verſe ſeems to be wrong placed. 
de chap. vi. fect. 10. The tranſpoſition of this verſe 
ks the firſt cauſe, which led me to ſuſpect, that our 
manuſcripts of the epiſtle to the Romans were not taken 
mmediately from the original, which St. Paul ſent to 
Rome, but from the collection of ſacred writings, which 
is formed after the death of the Apoſtles. 

Nom. ix. 22. & de. Ought not this to be written ud, 
ne often find the two expreſſions exchanged by miſ- 
uke? But I will not infiſt on the alteration, as the com- 
mon reading is not devoid of meaning. 

Rom. xv. 12, apxew O See ch. v. ſect. 4. 

Cor. iv. 1. reg AoyiCeo Ju nuns evFewros, The word 
Yume is here unſuitable to the context, and the word 
(Man, uſed in the ſenſe of © every man,” does not ſound 
ke genuine Greek. The ſenſe would be better, and the 


nds of the church; or, let all men conſider us as 
, 35 their equals, who have no other ſuperiority than 
a of being ſervants of Chriſt. 2 

Cor. in. 10. ontodownInceras. 'The phraſe his con- 
dence will be edified to eat things offered to idols,” is 
gen extraordinary, that many critics have here ſuſ- 
* an error in the Greek text. Jam of che ſame 
on, and venture a new conjecture, which conſiſts 
nech in the alteration of A to N, two letters which tranſ- 


Wen, "0 ortoroper$noeres, and explain the paſſage, his 
me rag Tm be ſeduced to eat of things offered to 
| 4 4 is conſcience will be guided by thine, and 
wher 4 ace with your example (Aar once, as the 
would expreſs it) eat of things offered to 1dols,” 
EE 4 "= 


15 guage more pure, if we read OUT WE Ao 1Cendo nu α 
kerze: that is, we are men, like other men, not 


ſs frequently exchange. I would alter them on 
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SEC 

or, © he will conceal his real opinion (for cw; m je: 
be taken in this ſenſe) and through diſſimulation eat Uf 
things offered to idols.“ I prefer the laſt explanatio me 
The fathers frequently uſe emovoyrn in this ſenſe: f Cod 
inſtance Chryſoſtom, in his remarks on Acts xxi. 2 thou 
21. ſays of St. Paul, EXEBVOG TOLWUY oVPuaTtaCnua ava öh 2 
Ind Cv. Ax Xi TS YUWWHNS, GANG TY5 OMKOVOpLIGKS T9 Yeu the 
pevov mv. It may be aſked however, whether this uſe WM cud 
the word oaxovoprn js às ancient as the time of St. Pa prec 
There is ſomething like it, Pſalm cxi. (or cxii.) 6. ui riy 
vopunots vg N UTE EU Keef, and Dr. Leſs has fou be a 
ſeveral examples in profane authors, namely, Epic de! 
Diatrib. III. 14. Marcus Antoninus. Lib. IV. 51. XI. i ic 
The conjecture, which I have here propoſed, dere they 
very high degree of probability from a caſe that is exa , ol 
in point. The common text of 3 Maccab. in. 22. WM fuo: 
on,, but in the Codex Alexandrinus, the N over 
exchanged for A, and the word is written owodosoilll expre 
1 Cor. xiv. 10. yevn Pwwv. Did not St. Paul ur 2 | 
tun eIvwy? | the 
1 Cor. xv. 1. Y. Has no manuſcript 1:14 Vuls 
which I would take interrogatively, and render the I prop: 
ſage, opuſne eſt ut evangelium meum vobis narren' WW of th 
1 Cor. xv. 27. dn ors exros, What St. Paul 48 »« «: 
ſays is perfectly true, but it is difficult to comprebe And 
with what deſign he ſays it. Was it probable that Tor, 
one ſhould ſuppoſe, that the father was included u oy 
the expreſſion, * all things, which were to be obed u; 
to the ſon?? The ſenſe would be better expreſſed, Ypot 
read ori My exTog, Or ors £% Ts vrora; aur. rent 
2 Cor 1. I'7. | wa 1 TX% £{408 TO VAL VG, KO 70 . H Prefer 
the alteration which Bowyer mentions, as propole Wans 
ſome perſon who ſigns himſelf R, namely, na f 74 bes 
To vi v, x8 To 8 vai, had not only occurred to 7 of the 
probable, but as abſolutely neceffary. We ma) b adn 
a man who ſpeaks the truth, that his yea 15 yea, a line 
no, no. See Matth. v. 37. and James V 1” | ter t 


Wetſtein's notes to theſe paſſages. So on the 2 
we mult ſay of a man who violates the truth, dl 
0 
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yea 15 no, and his no, yea. Mr. Treſchow, in anſwer 
to ſome queſtions which J had propoſed to him, wrote 
me word in a letter, dated 17* July 1771, that in the 
Codex Vindobonenſis 34, this paſſage has been altered, 
though it ſeems that the correction 1s not very clear. 

2 Cor. 1. 24. ori Kup D viawy Th; WISTEWS I ſuſpect 
the authenticity of the word ige, for we may con- 
dude from the expreffion Otidoemtvs upwn, uſed in the 
meceding verſe, that St. Paul did not uſurp an autho- 
nity over the faith of the Corinthians; and yet it might 
be argued that the Apoſtles had really authority over 
the faith of the Chriſtians in general, fince the precepts, 
which the Apoſtles delivered, were the rules, by which 
they were to regulate their lives and manners. The 
whole paſſage would be eaſy, if we omitted the ſuper- 
fuous words 715 ige, ſince a man, who has authority 
mer the actions of others, may very properly uſe the 
expreſſion © to treat them with clemency.” 

2 Cor. v. 10. T& d Ts owparoc, Every one knows 
the difficulty attending theſe words. Inſtead of dia, the 
Vulgate expreſſes id, having ut referat unuſquiſque 
propria corporis. Now it is not improbable that both 
ot theſe readings are genuine, and that St. Paul wrote 
0 XOLTHT AL ex og r 801% d TS CWjhaTOG, WPI & EMPOEE. 
And if the original, as I really believe, was TAIAIAAIA 
TOY, it was eaſy in the hurry of copying for tranſcribers 
0 overlook the letters that occurred Twice, and for one 
0 write TATAIATOY, another TAAIATOY. On this 
Notheſis, therefore, our different copies contain dif- 
dent fragments of the ſame genuine reading. If our 
ent manuſcripts of the ſecond epiſtle to the Corin- 

ans are tranſcripts taken originally from two ancient 
"pies, one of which had the firſt, the other the ſecond 
+ ieſe errata, it is eaſy to conceive how the different 
10 gs aroſe; why we have only fragments of the ge- 

ne reading; and why different tranſcribers have in 
13 made different alterations in this paſſage in 
- 0 make it intelligible, whence have ariſen ſeveral 
"02s readings to this paſſage. 


2 Cor, 
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2 Cor. v. 18. Ts xar&MaZavro 

, vrog nz. It may be 

whether no manuſcript has hs inſtead of ary 

3 would be better ſuited to verſe 20 and 1 
ould then have the ſame antitheſis, as in the 05 


ora 
t. 
the 


verſe. 
2 Cor. vi. 1. Here I ſuſpect the icity of * 
word ouvepYevres, becauſe 1 ng Oe : v5 be 
that is not wholly fuperfluous. I would read = 6: k * 
W οννπνντεννπαt, inſtead of CUVELPYOTES WH οοννναe en ſor 
tantes, cogentes hortamur, we exhort you —_ N 4 
Gal. itt. 20. I doubt whether this difficult vel E 
proceeded from the hands of St. Paul. It has ad A 
the appearance of an objection, which ſome one had * 
written in the margin, and which by degrees crept into pe 
the text. The verſe 1s at leaſt ſuperfluous. __ 
l Phil. 11. 13. evegyew. Bowyer has collected ſeveral con. * 
jectures in regard to this paſſage: but there 1s an alte- IX 
ration which has not been propoſed, though it appear * 
to me to be the eaſieſt, namely, evegyeu. An amend- uſe: 
ment is however not abſolutely neceſſary, and [ only * 
propoſe a leſs difficult reading, for one that is more 1 
ficult. | aber 
Heb. viii. 3. o weocebf en. This reading ſeems to Ame 
erroneous; for, though it is true, that a prieſt, whc 5 
offers gifts and ſacrifices, muſt have ſomewhat to offer, 0 " 
it is ſtill an aſſertion, that is wholly unneceffary. B. 4 
ſides, the verſe which immediately follows, relaces act e 
to offerings, but to the place, where they were ma 
I would read therefore o Woooeveyxy, OT ou Wo. 190 5 
James 1. 19. re, Or, according to a various reading ü 
8. It may be aſked, whether gt be not the true 5 
reading? ai Y 
1 Pet. i. 6. 8. MI. apt e 
3 Y e. Has no manuſciipt a/ oe 1 
I John ii. 20, 27. xgiopa. I do not conſider this read 7 
ing as abſolutely ſpurious, and yet whenever! read e N 
obſcure paſſage, it always occurs to me that the u * 
reading is xenopa, which may be taken in the ſame ſelle 4 : | 
as Suidas aſcribes to xenopos and xenrp?, no i 
1 6 oraculul 0 ha 
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mculum. It is not impoſſible that the error was in 
&. John's own autograph, and that in conſequence of 
the Ttaciſm I was written for H. 

Rev. XIV. 17. tx SEN eri T Woog. Here 1 Alm 
unable to comprehend what connection there is between 
the office of the angel deſcribed in this verſe, and power 
over fire; or why the angel, who has power over fire, 
hould give the orders to gather the cluſters of the vine. 
{ the ſubject related to the angel, mentioned v. 15, 16. 
cho gave the orders for the harveſt, I ſhould make no 
{cruple to alter ems Tv Tvgos to £74 v H]. But at preſent 
| would propoſe either orwgas, Or wvepe, taking the laſt 
of theſe words in a Hebrew ſenſe. The neuter wuęęor 
ned ſubſtantively, correſponds to the Hebrew , 


ad may ſignify the red juice of the grape. This un- 
ual, rough, and Hebraic application of Tvgpoy, is very 
lutable to the general ſtyle of the Revelation. Nay, if 
ſtead of wvgos, I found wveeos with a double ę, in only 
Lingle manuſcript, I ſhould not heſitate to adopt that 
trading, becauſe the uſe of the nominative inſtead of 
other cafes is a conſtruction, which we frequently find 
n the book of Revelation. | 

lf it be aſked, whether any of the preceding conjec- 
ures have been confirmed by the authority of manu- 
npts? I anſwer—not one: though ſeveral of my pupils, 


Be- | 
* prucularly Mr. Treſchow, have noted them down, and 
6: manned manuſcripts on their literary travels for that 


Jay purpoſe. This is the more remarkable, becauſe 
"x conjectures, which I had made in the Hebrew 
=: have been fince confirmed either by manulcripts, 
23 verſions. It ought to ſerve as a warning to 
es not to be too forward in making conjectures in the 
* r though it may be ſaid on the other 
* my errata were in the copies, which were uſed 
* perion, who collected the ſeveral parts into a 
une, it would be impoſſible to find in any manu- 


by : 
> ſenle wy : nw extant a confirmation of our conjectures. 
chat 0 "i would ſtill recommend to every man of learning, 


an Opportunity of travelling, and of examining 
manuſcripts 
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ſpecies of conjecture I would denote by the name of 
theological conjecture. Now a theologian, whoſe buſi- 
ess is to form his whole ſyſtem of faith and manners 
bm the Bible, cannot with any propriety aſſume 
neviouſly any ſyſtem of theology, by which he may 
regulate the facred text; but muſt adopt that text, 
wach is confirmed by original documents, and thence 
deduce his theological ſyſtem. It is allowable to ven- 
ture a conjecture in matters relating to hiſtory, to dates, 
or to names, for in theſe cafes the Bible is not our only 
macipram cognoſcendi. But whoever alters the text 
in ubje&s, which relate to points of divinity, evidently 
preſuppoſes a principium cognoſcendi, that is prior to 
he Bible itſelf: and when we inquire into this principi- 
um cognoſcendi, we find it to be nothing more than a 
k of principles, which this or that particular perſon has 


they derive theſe principles? they anſwer, from reaſon. 
Now | readily admit that reaſon is a principium cog- 
kolcendi prior to Revelation: but then I am of opinion, 
Pat if a ſet of writings, which we ſuppoſe to have been 
raled by the Deity, are really contradictory to ſound 
alon, we ought not to endeavour to reconcile them by 
Ming new readings without any critical authority, 
Mat once reject thoſe writings, as an improper ſtandard 
Kath and manners. Even the writings of a falſe pro- 
ſet might be new modelled, ſo as to, make them con- 
ent with the truth: and if theſe liberties are allowable 
one Caſe, they are allowable in others. We ſhall 
ben have no good ground for rejecting the Koran, be- 
aule it contains principles contradictory to reaſon, but 
ult likewiſe endeavour to reſcue the works of Mo- 
med from the objections, which have been made to 
* altering the exceptionable paſſages. Beſides, what 
; al reaſon, and by which we would new model the 

en ls frequently nothing more than ſome faſhionable 
k E ot philoſophy, which laſts only for a time, and 
a lo abſurd to thoſe, who live in later ages, that 

7 Ind it difficult to comprehend, how, rational be- 


ings 


thought proper to adopt. If we aſk, from what ſource 
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SECT. 
ings can have adopted fuch ridiculous notions. The 8 
example of the Gnoſtics, who likewiſe attempted dit in 
model the Bible according to what they called reaſon lead 
ſhews the truth of this obſervation more clearly, th Perk, 
any arguments which can be produced. 3 
There is an infinite difference between the inſertin =p 
of a reading into the text, without any authority what het no 
ſoever, in order to render it, as we ſuppoſe, more rational bom th 
and the preferring, of two readings which really exit "x 
that which is moſt conformable to truth. The latter . 
not only conſiſtent with equity, but with juſtice, M ltentio 
profane authors, as well as in the Bible; fince we ougHH ner ca 
always to preſuppoſe, that a writer has rational princ meme 
ples, till the contrary has been ſhewn. rt of a 
It will be objected perhaps by thoſe, who defend ten a or 
ological conjecture, that we ought never to loſe fight "Wo 
the analogia fidei. Now I will be candid enough to uod, . 
derſtand by theſe words, not the tenets of any particu heretics, 
{ect or party, and will take the objection in the find in © 
ing ſenſe, namely, that if two paſlages in the Bible conn; ef 
tradict each other in matters of faith, the one mult Cnjectuy, 
altered. But how ſhall we determine, which of the , 75 
is to be altered? For inſtance, if there 1s a real contra. or _ 
diction between Rom. iii. 28. and James ii. 24. H tent tha 
we alter the text of St. Paul on the authority of St. Jane te fon; « 
or the text of St. James on the authority of St. Pau... 
In my opinion we ſhould alter neither, but 12 ore diſt; 
whole as not coming from the Deity, if it be true Hor wol 
there are real contradictions, for it is upon this grout by hart 
that we condemn the Koran. But we mult recolle Edoes the 
that not every apparent contradiction 1s a enn bx, as w 
in reality: and, before we preſume to make "I Martial t 
ration in the text, we muſt examine whether the pal kj perſons, 
that are ſeemingly at variance, may not be — ae greate 
by a proper explanation. On a curſory inſpection ö It is cert 
ſcems a manifeſt contradiction between the two " 0 ent, and 
mentioned paſſages, Rom. ii. 28. and James u. 24 , chat e 


we ſhould act very abſurdly, if we fought for 27 


. SE hole contradii 
in theological conjecture, fince the whole contrad 0 . 


ws Y 
Vork. 
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ines, as ſoon as we reflect that St. Paul underſtands 
wh in Chriſt, St. James faith in the unity of the God- 
head", | 
Perhaps it will be objected, that there are contradictions 
ſometimes found in the Old Teſtament, between the 
books of the Chronicles and other hiſtorical books, and 
that no ſenſible critic makes any ſcruple to correct one 
fom the other. But the two caſes are not parallel; for 
there is a very wide difference between the alteration of 
ache, in which it is fo eaſy to make a miſtake, and the 
lenntion of a point of doctrine. And even in the for- 
mer caſe, it is not ſo much critical conjecture, as an im- 
oo provement on the maſoretic text founded on the autho- 
my of ancient verſions and manuſcripts, which ſtill re- 
e en a great part of the antemaſoretic text. 


0 As critical conjectures have been principally made by 
1 thole, who, in the language of the church, are termed 
1 


| heretics, I will invent one or two examples of the ſame 
d in the name of the orthodox, and aſk thoſe of the 
Opoſite party, whether they would admit them as lawful 
Cneftures. For inſtance, ſuppoſe I ſhould alter or: © 
Ta710 us u un £5, John xiv. 28. to ors 0 W rn Ws 
h ON oro Derne Ms Cov {atv £508, in order to be freed from 


bc fon; or if I ſhould read 1 John v. 20. in the follow- 
Ws manner, vrog o viog eiu o * Jeoc, in order to ſhew 
pore diſtinctly the Divinity of Chriſt; I think the hete- 
dx would exclaim, „he is either extremely ignorant, 
It by having recourſe to ſuch miſerable artifices acknow- 
Fas the badneſs of his own cauſe.” But the hetero- 
zb as well as the orthodox, muſt appear before the 
apartial tribunal of criticiſm, where there is no reſpect 
perſons, and where it is not allowed for one party to 

we greater liberties than the other. 
3 s certainly poſſible that a book may be ſo very an- 
ent, and the manuſcripts have ſo many ſpurious read- 
that even points of doctrine may have been either 
loſt, 


| See the Ii ; f . 
* ay Introduction to the epiſtle of St. James in the ſecond part of 
* work. 
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ser. v 
loſt, or perverted, and without any other hope of te. Thee 
covery, than the help of conjecture. But if this ſhould thoſe, w 
happen to a work, that contains a divine revelation, it "ok 

| would be a certain ſign of its being obſolete, and ng 3 
longer to be uſed as a principium cognoſcendi. The at 
New Teſtament however is not in this ſituation, for y ne 0 
can judge of its readings with as much accuracy at pe err - 
ſent, as a thouſand years ago. E : 

: . ; 2 Propagat! 
I acknowledged in the ſection relative to critical cui nin 
jecture, that the perſon. who collected into a volume thai, nally 
ſeveral parts of the New Teſtament, probably made ute *. 
of copies, that were not wholly free from miſtakes; nt | 
that theſe miſtakes would of courſe be tranſmitted im nd; og 
all the ſubſequent copies. There may be erroneous read 1:7 10 
ings therefore in the New Teſtament, which can be ret: 5:3. 
fied by no manuſcript whatſoever. But this can hard It is en 
be the caſe with any text, that relates to a point of doc contains 
trine: for, as this collection was publiſhed, while ff that 
copies of each individual book, eſpecially of the epiſte ls f [ 
were {till in circulation, it is certain that, if in this ed kauſcript 
tion of the Greek Teſtament any point of doctrine E Lbare a0 
been given erroneouſly, the text would have been He of | 
jected as ſpurious; or it would have given riſe to a mar: alopte 
ginal note, though leſs important deviations were kl thas ng 
unnoticed, and of theſe marginal notes ſome traces voie, t fh. 
ſtill remain in the form of various readings. Bekide hoſe wh; 
what is a very material circumſtance in the preſent in b that ſe 
quiry, the Chriſtian church has been from the excl en their 
ages divided into oppoſite parties; and one party vous. bare n. 
ſurely have taken care to reſtore the ancient and genvi are urn 
reading, wherever the other party had introduced a fi Pereral 80 
one. Nor let us forget that the alterations made 0 Pallapes, 
Marcion, who had travelled through many coun ben 7 
and had inſpected various manuſcripts, are for the ge beton 
eſt part preſerved at this very day. Now, 35 Vo TI 
was much better qualified for theological cone & by Sch 
4 than we are, and no man has applied the principle * fiend to 
leſs reſerve, I think it would be preſumption in the pl Uty of © 


d. 
ſent age to mangle any paſſage, which he has iP Thed 
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Theological conjecture has been principally uſed by 
thoſe, who were not members of the ruling church*, by 
Marcion and his followers, by the Valentinians, by Lu- 
can*, &c. But the ancient fathers, though they were 
partial to their own doctrines, and of two readings pre- 
ferred that which beſt fuited their own purpoſe, do not 
wear to have invented new readings for the ſake of 
propagating particular tenets. It is true, that Auguſtin 
I his ninth epiſtle to Jerom writes as follows: When 
uy patfage in the canonical books appears to be contrary 
d the truth, we muſt conclude either that the manu- 
pt is faulty, the original falſely tranſlated, or the 
ods of the tranſlation falſely underſtood.“ Now the 
laſt inferences may be more readily admitted than 
le firſt; for the way to examine, whether any manu- 
pt is erroneous, is not to compare the precepts, which 
contains, with other doctrines, but to collate its text 
ih that of the other manuſcripts. But Auguſtin here 
ks of Latin manuſcripts, not of the Greek original; 
knuſcripts which had a very faulty and corrupt text. 
| tare acknowledged that many of the fathers in their 
Wice of different readings have acted partially, and 
* adopted thoſe which ſuited their own party. But 
thus no connection with the preſent inquiry, which 
es to the invention of new readings, not to the choice 
loſe which already exiſt. It cannot however be de- 
l that ſeveral orthodox tranſcribers Have ventured to 
Kit their own conjectures into the text: but in general 
9 bare not been admitted as genuine, and wherever 
e found, it is the duty of every critic to eraſe them. 
ical Socinians have applied theological conjecture 
Pilages, which clearly prove the Divinity. of Chriſt ; 
Mu J have given two inftances at the end of the 
mag of this chapter; the one relates to John L x. 
| 3 Crell, the other to Rom. 1X. 5. and was 
uh chlichting and Crell. But Wetſtein, though 
i to the doctrine of our Church in regard to the 

ty of Chriſt, was too good a critic to admit either 


: | of 
See Mill's Prolegomena, & 395—340. 
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of theſe conjectures. Dr. Bahrdt goes a ſtep further, an 
in his German tranſlation of the New Teſtament has 
rendered John i. 1. as if the original was Xa Frog m KA 
o Aeg, for which tranſlation he has promiſed to aff 
his reaſons in his intended commentary. If he attemp 
to explain the common text ſo as to give it that ſen 
he does the utmoſt violence to language: but if he mean 
without any authgrity to inſert x in the text, as i 
generally ſuppoſed, he gives an example of theologic 
conjecture of the firſt magnitude. : 

The only plauſible argument, which an advocate f 
theological conjecture might uſe, not ſo much indes 
to convince himſelf of the juſtice of his cauſe, as to pet 
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Kean, ff 
plex his opponents, is the following; namely, that t Fain, i 
New Teſtament has been fo corrupted by the wü Jnation, 
party, which calls itſelf orthodox, that the genuine d Rom 


trine of Chriſt and his Apoſtles is no longer to be tou 
in it. But there is not the leaſt room for a ſuſpicion | 
this kind, as we have ſo great a number of manuferyp 
verſions, and eccleſiaſtical writings, in which the Ne 
Teſtament 1s quoted, of every age and country. Al 
even thoſe, whole. religious principles are different fro 
our own, contribute their ſhare in proving the certain 
of the New Teſtament. Even if we admit that the 
thodox had made the attempt, and had endeavoured 
annihilate thoſe manuſcripts, of which they difapproi 
yet {ome copies would ſurely have eſcaped the _ 
and thoſe, who are called heretics, would hardly f 
made their tranſlations from ſuch manuſcripts, 4 f 
been wantonly corrupted by their opponents. In 
ancient Latin verſions, that were made before the fl 
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A 
of Jerom, ſome traces would ſtill remain of the pu Li v 
which the orthodox had eraſed. But, though in dhe ed in the 


Latin verſions we often find readings, that differ „ dum. 
the later Vulgate, we never meet with paſſages, “ 
orthodox zeal could wiſh to expunge. | * 
The paſſages, which afforded the moſt perp 1 
the members of the ruling church, are ſtill ex 
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manuſcripts, verſions, and editions of the Ne * 
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ment: whereas the ſpurious paſſage 1 John v. 7. though 
the orthodox ſeem to think 1t of the utmoſt importance, 
hs never had the good fortune to find admittance into 
lay ancient Greek manuſcript, or ancient verſion, ſuch 
s the Syriac, Ethiopic, Arabic, Coptic, Ruſſian, and 
dd Armenian, though later editors have taken the li- 
ery to interpolate the paſſage in the printed editions of 
he Syriac and Ruſhan. | a 

If the orthodox have totally and irrecoverably cor- 
ted the ſacred text, whether original or tranſlation: 
they have annihiliated all the genuine manuſcripts of 
he New Teſtament from the Indian to the Atlantic 
kein, from the South of Egypt to the extremity of 
an, it muſt have been the work of an univerſal com- 
nation, and the biſhops as well of the Parthian as of 
Roman empire muſt have united, in order to exe- 
ute ſo vaſt a project. But if this ecumenical council 
( ever exiſted, which in itſelf is highly improbable, 
me traces of it would {till remain in the annals of the 
uch: for the orthodox themſelves would have boaſted 
ther writings of the meritorious act of having reſcued 
K lacred text from the corruptions of heretics. 


* —— ß —Z— a emencamon——— 


CH TE Rr at 


7 b IROYOLOGICAL ACCOUNT OF THE AUTHORS, WHO 
45 HAVE COLLECTED VARIOUS READINGS TO THE 


ile TESTAMENT, 


. AURENTIUS Valla, a learned Roman, who 
Ly was born in 1417, and died in 1467, pub- 

Kd in the year 1440 Annotationes in Novum Teſta- 

3 t has been mentioned above ch. viii. ſect. 6. 

ff the arqcle Codices Laurentu Valle. 

. Cardinal Ximdnes, under whoſe patronage the 

Wluterifian Polyglot was publiſhed, will be. men- 
in the following chapter, and alſo | 
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FIR Authors who have collected CHAP.x1, 


4. Jacobus Faber Stapulenſis, or according to hi 
French name Jaques le Fevre d' Eſtables, a native o 
Eſtables in Picardy, collated in the year 1 512 the tex 
of St. Paul's epiſtles with five Greek manuſcripts. Hi 
publiſhed in 1521 Commentari initiatorii in Evangeli 
and afterwards Commentarii in epiſtolas catholicas, i 
which he ſometimes examines the various readings. & 
Simon Hiſt. crit. des verſions du N. T. ch. xxi. p. 239 
Hiſt. crit. des commentateurs du N. T. ch. xxxiv. p. 409 
and Bengel's Introductio in criſin N. T. p. 438. Ju 
Lopez de Stunica wrote againſt him, as well as again 
Eraſmus. | | 1 

5. Emſer, the great antagoniſt of Luther, deſerves 
place in the preſent catalogue, at leaſt as being a ſingul 
example. The German Proteſtants have neglected 
writings, becauſe he was their adverſary; thoſe, who ha 
critical knowledge, ſtill thought that Emſer had noth 
worthy of their particular notice, while the Catholics 
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Germany, who had a better opinion of him than tl by — 
Proteſtants, were themſelves no critics: and learn Nene 
foreigners know nothing of Emſer, becauſe he wrote WM. d th, 
German. I will therefore be more particular in q ere, þ 
account of him, in order that materials, which ha * 1 > 
| hitherto lain unnoticed, may be brought into uſe. TW "wk 
remarks of Saubert in his Variz lectiones Matt help. Cara 
38. firſt led me to the examination of this ſubject, 4 tloove 
I am able to ſpeak with certainty in regard to {ere r Bag) 
things, on which Saubert could only conjecture, 3 ly. of the 
wrote before the publications of Mill, and Wetſten. * 
Emſer, who was a man of real learning, for the“ p 


| poffibl 
in which he lived, appeals in his Remarks on Luthe tl 


New Teſtament not only to the Vulgate, but Ik 
to the Greek text, even in places, where the = 
of that age all coincided with Luther. He r ; 
fore have found theſe readings in Greek manu * 1 
for he has certainly not invented them, as age 
the circumſtance, that ſeveral have been chars 

in thoſe Greek manuſcripts, to which Emler might 
have had acceſs. 
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In his remarks on Luke xi. 2, 3, 4. the readings of 
ach paſſage I will denote by the letters 4, b 
eoechs, Luther has here again deviated from the words 
(e Evangeliſt, and written more than is warranted by 
ee Latin or the Greek text. For we find not in theſe (a), 
oer father, but only father: neither do we find (b), in 
ren: nor (c) © thy will be done: nor (d) give us 
fer day our daily bread,” but © give it us to day®:? nor 
xt the end, (e) but deliver us from evil, all of which 
b neither in the Greek text, nor in our own.* I know 
ot what edition of the Greek Teſtament Emſer uſed; 
It it is certain that none of theſe five readings, which 
e produces as Greek, has been quoted by the collectors 


ment, that exiſted in the time of Emſer. I will not 
mrels myſelf more poſitively on this head, becauſe I 
we not examined all the editions of that age: but the 
edition by Eraſmus, and the Complutenſian, coin- 
de with Luther's text. Emſer therefore muſt have 
ul Greek manuſcripts, unleſs we ſuppoſe that he tranſ- 
ſled the bounds of truth, which we have no reaſon to 
de, becauſe all theſe five readings have been ſince 
nd in the Greek manuſcripts, that were then uſed by 
© German literati, namely, a, b, c, and e, in the Co- 
x Capnionis, or Cod. Baſil. B. vi. 27. which in my 
«x Bafil, B. VI. 2.5, which in my catalogue is No. 39. 
Kt of theſe manuſcripts were uſed by Eraſmus, though 
tas adopted none of theſe five readings; and it is not 
dolle that he communicated them to Emſer, as in- 

ents for attacking Luther. At preſent theſe read- 
due confirmed by the authority of other documents, 
Leveral critics, who were by no means attached to 
church of Rome, for inſtance Grotius, Mill, Ben- 
ad Wetſtein, have preferred four of them to the 

men Greek text, which Luther tranſlated. I am 
le of opinion, that Emſer was not miſtaken in ſay- 


| ing 
Re | 4 
Means to ſay that the Greek is not To xa „fes g but g. 
x * 
b = EX ͤ 1 one, HOSES TIN, 
FA: N WY 4 I 7 n n 


i ariqus readings from any edition of the Greek Teſ- 


talogue of MISS. is Ne. 38, and d 4onprgo) in the 
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ing that St. Luke has given the Lord's prayer in a m they h 
conciſe manner than St. Matthew. he readi 

Here then Emſer has not been guilty of a falſhoo elation 
though he was ſuſpected by the writers of the ſixteenti Mets th 
century: and I have found him 1n general fo cautious i It mig 
quoting the Greek text, that I believe he has ne rous re 
done it without authority. He makes no mention and i 
the Greek text in 1 John v. 7. but ſays only, after qui are a 
ing the words of the Vulgate, that the paſſage had bee": be 
eraſed by thoſe who were not favourable to the docti ber the 
of the Trinity. 


ugment « 
2 
We have reaſon therefore to conclude, where Em make a 


has produced readings as taken from Greek manuſcii . Rob 
that thoſe readings actually exiſted, even though N turth 
know of no manuſcripts at preſent, in which they:  lection 
found. He obſerves on Rev. xix. 5. that Luther . Beza 
(t0n, 


tranſlated © Praiſe God, all ye his ſervants,” and add 


that both the Latin and the Greek texts exprels Pau d. Joach 


God, all ye his ſaints.“ He found therefore in the ia KATY on 
mer omnes ſancti ejus, in the lattter waves « ay an tical, | 
This reading has hitherto been found in no Greek mai um fe 
ſcript, for which reaſon Mill and Wetſtein hare 1 the read 
quoted it at all, and Bengel has given it only as a val lis origi 
reading of the Vulgate. Now it is not in the comm Rk many 


editions of the Vulgate, but I have found it in the 
tin text of the Complutenſian New Teſtament, aud 
father in his manuſcript notes to Mill's Greek Tel 
ment has obſerved, that it-iÞ likewiſe the reading 
Ludwig's, or the Halle manuſcript”. Mill and We 
ſtein therefore ſhould 1».ve quoted it, at leaſt as a va 
reading of the Vulgate. It is true, that Wolf 1 

el have quoted it in this manner, but they have dd 
m with no other view than to convict Emicr 0! 39 
hood: but they would have acted with more prop 
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| : it 
Teſtament, p. 292. obſerves that it is alſo found in ſome EY 
of the Vulgate, namely, the Baſel edition of 1494, the P 5 "aber 
1507, the Lyons edition of 1520, and that publiſhed at Nur 

1529, 
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they had confided in Emſer's honeſty, and ſelected all 
the readings which he has quoted, eſpecially in the Re- 
eation of St. John, of which we have fo few manu- 
Cripts that Bengel himſelf complains of a. deficiency?. 

t might be therefore of ule in ſacred criticiſm, if the 
arious readings, which Emſer has quoted, were ſelect- 
, and inſerted in our general collection. If his read- 
g are already known from Greek manuſcripts, Emſer 
ut be conſidered only as a ſecond evidence: bur, 
here they are not known from other documents, they 
wment our critical ſtore, which we ſhould endeavour 
make as complete as poſſible. 

6, Robert Stephens has been mentioned ch. viii. § 6. 
cd a further account will be given of him in the follow- 
p lection. 

. Beza will likewiſe be mentioned in the following 
ton. ä 
8. Joachim Camerarius publiſhed in 1572, a com- 
jentary on the New Teſtament, a great part of which 
tical, under the following modeſt title, Notationes 
prarum ſermonis“. In this work he frequently ſpeaks 


lis original, and ſometimes quotes readings from 
kk manuſcripts : and he particularly commends an 
| ancient 


? Goeze, in the work mentioned in the preceding note, p. 299293. 
tends that Emſer took all his readings from the Vulgate, and after 
ug produced an inſtance of an extraordinary interpretation, which 
er had given of a Greek paſſage, concludes with aſking whether, it 


Ps. Now I admit that he had not ſufficient critical knowledge to 
idle to make a proper uſe of them: yet he might ſtill have been able 
tad them, eſpecially modern manuſcripts, the characters of which 
lot materially different from our common types. 
Mer likewiſe in his Hiſtory of the German tranſlations of the Bible 
it by Catholics, p. 20. contends that all the readings quoted by 
3 = to be found in the Vulgate. This 1s certainiy true : but Em. 
C wn m alſo by the authority of the Greek text; and as he 
bed it as a fault in Luther, that he departed from the Vulgate, it 


wt * - < * 
r ordinary that he quoted thoſe readings only, which were 
in the Latin verſion, | x 
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the readings, which the Latin tranſlator had found 


fle that a man of that deſcription could have read Greek manu- 
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ancient manuſcript of the Goſpels, which has been dt 
deſcribed above, chap. vin. fect. 6. Ne. 58. Likeni 
in the other books of the New Teſtament, he often firs 
the Greek copies read ſo and ſo, but he does not parti 
cularly ſpecify the manuſcripts. Many of the extras 
which he made from the Vulgate, are wanting in Wet 
ſein's collection, a circumſtance, which gives the wor 
of Camerarius, even at preſent, a critical value. 

9. Franciſcus Lucas Brugenſis, who was engage 
among others, in the publication of the Biblia regi 
Antwerp, is the firſt perſon to whom we are indehte 
for a regular collection of various readings to the Ne 
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15. 
Teſtament. He publiſhed in 1606, Commentari WWMbiblicz, 
quatuor evangelia, to which he annexed Note ad rar, the high 
lectiones editionis Græcæ evangeliorum. His great ci et refo1 
gence, and ſound judgement, are highly extolled | Latin Vi 
thoſe, who are judges of his writings. See Mill's ProlMirvolous 
gomena, F 1300. Feals to 1 
10. The conjectures relative to feveral readings of WT there v 
New Teſtament, which Joſeph Scaliger, and la s. 
ſaubon, men in other reſpects of great eminence in on E 
republic of letters, made in their Remarks on the 6. T. 
Teſtament, publiſhed in 1622, are of no great impo mfelf, 
ance in facred criticiſm. The opinion which Mil t of 
given of them in his Prolegomena, § 1301. is perf Fete [elec 
Juſt, abo, 

11. Peter Faxard, Marquis of Velez, has been mt bers e 
tioned chap. vii. ſect. 6. Mt 
12. Caryophilus has been mentioned in the ſame ech in 
tion, under the article Codices Barberini. 17. Bri 

13. Patricius Junius was the firſt who collated t upter, 3 
Codex Alexandrinus : he likewiſe made extracts fi 18. Jo 
the Codex Cantabrigienſis, and publiſhed the 7 19. Jol 
verſion, as I have mentioned above in treating 5 * AIC 
ſubjects. He ventured to make an hundred * iu book 
conjectures in different paſſages, but Wow { l 1 unab 
no enemy to critical conjecture, approved of nf 
them. e 25 i » Mill was 

14. The immortal Hugo Grotius, in his Aue a] we 

| g 1 eli relati 


P See p. 170. of his Prolegomena. 
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n Novum Teſtamentum, frequently ſpeaks of various 
readings : and he was the firſt perſon, who publiſhed the 
ertracts, which Junius had made from the Codex Alex- 
frinus. But it is to be lamented that this uncommonly 
earned man has himſelf never made uſe of Greek ma- 
wſcripts ; a circumſtance, which if not abſolutely cer- 
tain, is at leaſt highly probable from his frequent re- 
curſe to ſuppoſed abbreviations, which have never been 
found in any manuſcript, in order to account for the 
origin of different readings. See Mill's Prolegomena, 
prin os RE | 

15. J. Morinus, in his Exercitationes eccleſiaſticæ et 
biblicz, undertook to ſhew that the Greek text was in 
de higheſt degree corrupted; and that the only method 
d reſtoring the true text was to have recourſe to the 
Latin verſion. Many of his arguments are extremely 
Involous : for inſtance, in proof of his poſition, he ap- 
peals to the great diverſity of the Greek manuſcripts, as 
ll there was not the fame diverſity in the Latin manu- 
pts. See Mill's Prolegomena, F 1318—1337. and 
Amon Hiſt, crit. du texte du N. T. p. 345. 
16, The celebrated Archbiſhop Uſher partly collated 
m{elf, partly had collated by others, fifteen manu- 
Cripts of the Grgek Teſtament. The readings, which 
der elected from them, were printed in the London 
Foy2lot, but in part only: Mill however procured from 
bers grandſon, James Tyrrell, the original manu- 
apt of theſe extracts, and inſerted them more com- 
Ietely in his edition. po | 

J. Brian Walton will be mentioned in the following 
upter, and alſo, | EH 1 
| 18. John Fell, Biſhop of Oxford. 

19. John Saubert publiſhed at Helmſtidt, in 1672, 
mz lectiones textus Græci evangelii S. Matthæi. As 
IS book is fo ſcarce, that ſome eminent critics have 
fen unable to procure it a, I ſhall be excuſed, if I am 

£ | | more 

| Mill was unable to procure it, as he himſelf ſays in his Prolego- 


u dor could de Miſly find a copy of it, when engaged in the con- 


Ver : | 
My relative to the Codex Ravianus. 
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more prolix, than I otherwiſe ſhould be, in its deſcrip 
tion. g ; 
Simon, in his Hiſt. crit. du texte du N. T. ch. Nix 
342. highly extolls this work, but Wetſtein, in his Pro. 
egomena, p. 174. deſcribes it as a work of little value 
Now I confeſs that I have read this bool. not only wit 
pleaſure, but with real advantage; and even if it contain- 
ed nothing more than what is known at preſent to critic 
in general, the author would ſtill be entitled to the thanks 
of his countrymen, for having publiſhed a re-impreſſion 
of the various readings annexed to the London Pol got 
Saubert has diſplayed real learning, and ſolid judgement, 
though he was deficient in critical taſte, a quality which 
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| muppoy 
was leſs common in thoſe days, than at preſent. For i. gail 
ftance, he thought it not improper, or uſeleſs, to ſeled wos fron 
various readings from modern verſions, though he doe rm fr 
not appear to have undertaken the taſk himſelf: nor ws mon, 
he able to form a proper eſtimate either of the Editiones fix, ha 
principes of the Greek Teſtament, or of the value adMir1.;;. 
antiquity of the Greek manuſcripts. ech a 

His various readings to St. Matthew's Goſpel at erpes, 

drawn from manuſcripts, verfions, and printed editions, pes pr 
Thoſe drawn from manuſcripts, he has almoſt entirel F manuſc; 
taken from the London Polyglot, with exception to th Oxford. 
Codex Ravianus: the Syriac verſion he himſelf collate | 21. R. 
with great accuracy; he collated alſo the Ruſſian ve „ with 


fion, and he has ſometimes quoted that of dee " 
for want of knowing that Luther very frequent 0 


g He . 
lowed the text of the Vulgate, he falſely nepal * a. 
that, where Luther departed from the common O. "Pars 


text, he went on the authority of Greek mT 
Saubert made likewiſe ſome few extracts from err 1 ; 
Münſter's Hebrew Goſpel. Of the editions, whic 4 teu f. 
has quoted, I will mention only that of _— s diblic 
cauſe other critics have given no extracts na” 2 
has alſo the Veleſian readings. In fome pang 
inſtance Matth. xxvii. a we find — 5 * 
uiſitions. From the 365 page, to LY 
. 6m readings, which he himſelf ſelected from a ' 


cri 
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ſcript of Chryſoſtom's Homilies on St. Matthew, pre- 
red at Helmſtadt, and from Commelin's edition of 
theſe Homilies. It appears therefore that this publica- 
ton of Saubert contains materials, which might have 
been of uſe to Mill and Wetſtein: but Mill was unable 
to procure it, and Wetſtein thought it of no value. 

20. Father Amelotte publiſhed in 1666, a French 
tlanſlation of the New Teſtament, which Simon, in his 
Hiſtoire critique des verſions du N. T., ch. xxxu. and 
xii. deſcribes at length. To this tranſlation he an- 
nexed thoſe readings of the Greek manuſcripts, which 
wree with the Vulgate : but he. not only diſcoyers an 
nupportable vanity *, but is guilty of a very ſhameful 
phgariſm, in pretending to have collected theſe read- 
{os from Greek manuſcripts, when he has literally copied 
hem from the fixth volume of the London Polyglot. 
mon, in his Hiſtoire critique du texte du N. T., ch. 
Mx. has taken notice of ſome curious miſtakes, which 
Amelotte has made in decyphering the abbreviations 
Which are uſed in the Polyglot for the Greek manu- 
pts. For inſtance, - he has converted the © manu- 
Ms preſerved at Magdalen College in Oxford,” into 
_—_ preſerved in the College of Magdeburg in 

Nord.” | | 

21. Richard Simon has eminently diſtinguiſhed him- 
with reſpect to the readings of the New Teſtament, 
| both 


7 He writes in the preface, Jay apportẽ une *diligence, dont on 
wol point ouy parler juſqu' icy, pour montrer la conformitẽ du 
Ein avec le Grec ancien, et avec le premier original. Jay fait une 
Ute recherche de tous les manufſcrits d'au deſſus de mille ans, qui ſe 
13 dans toute la Chrètientẽ, et jay obtenu des extraits de tous. 
eu plus de vingt de la France; tous ceux du Vatican, et des 
Feiedres dibliotheques d' Italie; ſeize d'Eſpagne, ſans compter les autres, 
13 Ximenes s etoĩt ſervy pour donner la perfection a ſa 
Fad 0. 2 ceux d' Angleterre et des pays du Nord, et beaucoup du 
Nee 1 avec ceux de chacun des anciens peres. One of his 
| to whom he ſhewed his preface before he printed it, adviſed 

ule a more modeſt language; but Amelotte replied, that it was 


um to 

1 ft © : 4 1 

* to ſpeak in an elevated ſtrain, in order to make impreſſion on 
ers. | | 
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both by his Hiſtoire critique du texte, des verſions, « 
des commentateurs du Nouveau Teſtament, and his 
tranſlation of the New Teſtament, to which he has an 
nexed various readings. His Hiſtoire critique not onh 
diſcovers extenſive learning, and ſolid judgement, but 
is likewiſe written in a very agreeable manner. Sims 
may be almoſt termed the father of modern criticiſm, 
22. Laurent. Alex. Zacagni publiſhed at Rome: 
collection of various readings, which Pfaff, in his Di 
ſertatio de variis lectionibus, p. 112. has much com 
mended ; and he has expreſſed his ſurpriſe that Mil 
made no uſe of it. 
23. John Mill, 
24. Ludolph Küſter, 
25. Maſtricht, and 
26. Bengel will be mentioned in the next chapter. 
27. John Chriſtoph. Wolf made it a part of his pri 
cipal object, in his well-known Curæ critico-philologice 
to treat of the various readings of the Greek Teſtamen 
and to confute thoſe, which deviate without reaſon fro 
the common text. But this very learned writer {ee 
to have carried the matter too far, though in other i 
ſpects he has given us a moſt excellent and valuabk 
work. For he has ſometimes no other argument to 0 
poſe to a reading ſupported by the authority of nume 
rous Greek manuſcripts, than that the Apoſtle his ! 
other places uſed the expreſſion, or conſtruction, whil 
he defends; but it is more reaſonable to ſuppoſe thi 
one paſlage had been corrupted from the other. In th 
latter part of the Cure he takes particular pains to (0 
fute Bengel, but the truth ſeems to be, in moſt cue 
on the ſide of that eminent critic. In ſhort, he wi 5 
termined to vindicate the readings of the common e 


tions of the Greek Teſtament, whenever he had the kel th me 
to offer in their defence. A = 
28. Bentley will be mentioned in the following chap f tors Tu 
29. Chriſt. Benedicti Michaelis tractatio cnt * W to the 


Varis lectionibus N. T. caute colligendis et W ö 
dis, Halæ 1749. If I may be permitted, 1 ro 
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geſüng the rules of propriety, to ſpeak of the merits of 
1 work, of which my father was the author, I am of 
ginion that the origin of the various readings is very 
dearly and fully aſcertained in this excellent treatiſe *; 
that he has thrown a totally new light on the manner 
 zpplying the Oriental verſions to the criticiſm of the 
New Teſtament, and corrected many errors, which were 
unavoidable to Mill, and others, who had no knowledge 
o the Oriental languages, and were therefore obliged 
to rely on the Latin tranſlations, which are annexed to 
hem in the Polyglot Bibles. | | 

30. Dr. Semler, in his Expoſition of the ſeveral books 
x the New Teſtament, has made verbal criticiſm one 
vt his principal objects. | 

31. The merits of Treſchow, and 

32. Hwiid, in regard to Greek manuſcripts, and va- 
4 readings, have been already mentioned chap. vii. 
cl. b. | 
33. The editions of Grieſbach, and 


34. Matthäi will be mentioned in the following chap- 
er“ | ; 


| | — 
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ical review of the principal editions of the Greek Teſta- 
ment. | 


(| MON G the perſons, who have diſtinguiſhed 
4 themſelves by their critical inquiries into the text 
{Mt Greek Teſtament, the principal editors deſerve 
mentioned in a ſeparate chapter. By the principal 
Os J underſtand thoſe, who have offered ſomething 
"to the world; for it is not my intention to take 

| notice 
* See F 3=—8, 
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FECT 
notice of ſuch editions, as were merely copied fron WM clit: 
others. The original editions of the Greek Teſtament celeb 
may be produced as evidence in fayour of a reading line 
and they may be conſidered as manuſcripts of a mod Pence. 
rate age, when the editors made uſe of manuſcripts tion, | 
which are either unknown to us, or have never hee tinger 
collated. For this reaſon the Complutenſian edition, extoll 
and thoſe of Eraſmus, are generally quoted among th the 
various readings : but it is leſs neceſſary to quote mot fer 
modern editions, eſpecially if they were taken from . üg 
mer editions, or if the manuſcripts, that were ußdkb the edi 
the editors, have been afterwards collated, and produce ltered 
as evidence. But in ſelecting readings from printed ed Inas u. 
tions, great care muſt be taken not to produce ſuch, Mean 
have ariſen from an error of the preſs. They are e tho 
diſtinguiſhed by thoſe, who are acquainted with the buy ir 
tory of the editions of the Greek Teſtament, and kn] ettame 
from what ancient edition each modern one was taken WAP his L 
and it may be obſerved in general, that no word, whic ambur 
has the appearance of being an error of the preſs, ough on o 
to be quoted as a various reading, unleſs it can be c ena 
firmed by the authority of forme manuſcript. Ladtly, . 4 
muſt be careful not to confound the readings, wii ofely ac 
ſome editors have inſerted on mere conjecture, with t being 
which they actually took from written copies. ence 
will not undertake to determine the degree of accu llection 
racy, with which the extracts have been made from fand 
printed editions. Mill, Bengel, and Wetſtein, have be l the « 
ſtowed great pains upon this ſubject : but thoſe, e Gr, 
have fince collated ſingle editions, have found a nume books, 
of various readings, which they had omitted. im a prop 
For the fake of brevity, I ſhall make no mention know 
thoſe authors, who have deſcribed the editions of Preſent 


New Teſtament, and ſhall only beg my readers to ba : ich it wa 
recotfrſe to Mill, Bengel, and Werſtein, The be "Bl 
rary information on this ſubject is to be had in the + 
moirs of a Library in Halle *, where all the edit 
here mentioned are deſcribed, and many others. 


‚ t 1.17, Dal 
1. The firſt place muſt be aſſigned to the * 
a 8 
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gotta Complutenſia *. We are indebted for it to the 
celebrated Cardinal, Stateſman, and General, Francis 
Umenes de Ciſneros, who publiſhed it at his own ex- 
pence. Of this exceedingly ſcarce and celebrated edi- 
tion, a deſcription is given in the third chapter of Brei- 
tngers Prolegomena to the Septuagint 3. It is highly 
extolled by Mill, and as much depreciated by Wetſtein. 
ln the ſecond edition of this Introduction, I endeavoured 
to ſteer a middle courſe between their oppoſite opinions, 
though I believed on the authority of Wetſtein, that 
the editors, actuated by religious zeal, had materially 
ptered the Greek text from the Vulgate. At that time 
[ was unable to judge for myſelf, becauſe the Complu- 
enſan edition was not then in our Univerſity Library; 
nd though I had once borrowed, from the Electoral 
ray in Hanover, the volume, which contains the New 
ſeltament, it was for a totally different purpoſe. Goeze, 
n his Defence of the Complutenſian Bible, printed at 
amburg in 1765, the ſame year, in which the ſecond 
uon of this Introduction appeared, was the firſt writer 
to enabled me to form a proper judgement of that 
ok. And I was thoroughly perſuaded, that I had too 
ach adhered to the opinion of Wetſtein, from the 
Mowing publications by the ſame author, Complete 
ence of the Complutenſian Greek Teſtament, with a 
bikton of the principal differences between the Greek 
w and the Latin text of that edition,” printed in 1766, 
(the © Continuation of the Defence of the Complu- 
um Greek Teſtament,” &c. publiſhed in1769*. Theſe 
ebooks, which every one ought to read, who would 
[proper judgement of the Complutenſian Polyglot, 
know of no work, in which it is ſo tully deſcribed. 
preſent the Complutenſian Bible is in our library, for 
uh it was purchaſed by order of the late Münchauſen; 
n therefore enabled to ſpeak of it in this edition 
cater certainty. I have made particular uſe of it 
te Greek verſion of Geneſis, the Proverbs of Solo- 
Mn, and the firſt book of the Maccabees ; and in theſe 

| books 
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books I have found its readings as pure, and as little 
altered from the Latm, as Goeze had deſcribed them. 
Ximenes, the celebrated Cardinal, and Archbiſhop of 


Toledo, who in the time of Ferdinand the Catholic The 
conducted the Spaniſh armies with ſo much ſuccegh dis 
againſt the Saracens, and adminiſtered the government 
of Spain for Charles the Fifth with the greateſt dignity R dun 
and prudence, appears to have had no intention dH u 
propagating biblical literature among the laity and wuble. 
the unlearned. Indeed his principles were quite the e 
contrary, for when it was propoſed to tranſlate thai" » a 
Bible into Spaniſh, in order to convert the Saracen can 
he oppoſed the deſign, and was of opinion that me e no 
might become Chriſtians without reading the Bible Kd, J 
Yet he ſtill deſerves the thanks of the learned, ad dem, 
he has the merit of having firſt propoſed and execut er o 
ed a Polyglot Bible. The editors, at the end of H nus 
preface, addreſs their readers, that is the literati, in a the 
following manner, Vos autem, literarum ſtudioſi h Rom 
divinum opus noviter excuſum alacri animo ſuſcipir Y Kh 
et { Chriſti Optimi Maximi ſectatores vidert vultis, e Kunal, ; 
eſſe, nil jam reſtat quod cauſemini, quominus ſacan tua 
ſcripturam adeatis. Non mendoſa exemplaria, non ful enice. 
pectæ tranſlationes; non inopia textus originalis : ſolu.” thi 
animus, , et propenſio veſtra expectatur. Quæ ſi n0 "Ip 
defuerit, fiet proculdubio ut hterarum divinarum ſua} : cle B 
tatem deguſtantes reliqua ſtudia omnia contemratis. . Te 
this manner did the editors write, under the patronag n that 
of a zealous catholic Cardinal, only a ſhort fime beio * le 
the Reformation : for it appears from the ſubſcriptio Wed tl 
at the end of the Revelation, that the work was finiſte 1 4 
the 10. of January 1514. But doubts were ſtared Wy "od! 
the church of Rome, whether it was proper to * s 
into general circulation: for though the whole Polg 
was finiſhed the 10 of July 1517, it was not vel , in his 
the 22d of March 1 520, that Leo X. gave permuth "at haze 
for its publication ; and the copies were not 1 i ploy 
to the world at large before the year 1522, ſo that E An 
Mm leſtame 
f Non to the O 
ch. viii, ſec 


du. II. 
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mus could make no uſe of it in his three firſt editions 
of the Greek Teſtament. 
The perſons, to whom the Cardinal intruſted the care 
of this publication, were Alus Antonius Nebriſſenſis, 
Demetrius Cretenſis, Ferdinandus Pintianus, and Lopez 
e Sunica*, He ſpared no expence, either in procuring 
auſcripts, or in recompenſing the editors for their 
wuble. But whether the editors diſplayed a propor- 
bunte degree of diligence, learning, and critical fide- 
In, is a ſubject, on which the learned are much divided; 
ir can it ever be reduced to a certainty, becauſe we 
we no knowledge of the manuſcripts which the editors 
kd, They themſelves give a very imperfect account 
them, and this account J have printed in the eighth 
—anter of this introduction, under the article Codex 
ticanus, One might conclude from their account, 
kt all the manuſcripts, which they uſed, had been ſent 
m Rome. Vet this was certainly not the caſe, for the 
deer Rhodienſis * had been given as a preſent to the 
inal, and the Codex Beflarionis, which was uſed in 
NYXptuagint, had been preſented to him by the Senate 
Vence. Now, as he expended ſuch conſiderable | 
ls on the purchaſe of manuſcripts, at leaſt of the Old 
pament, that, according to the accounts of Gomez, 
cle Bible coſt him fifty thouſand ducats ; and, as 
Nev Teſtament was begun in 1 502, it is wholly in- 
Wl that they ſhould have had no other manuſcripts 
thoſe ſent from Rome, becauſe Leo X. who com- 
ated theſe manuſcripts, was not Pope before the 
1513. It ſeems then that the editors, beſide the 
ft Rhodienfis, had other manuſcripts of the Greek 
Fn, which had been procured by the Cardinal“. 
Eb But 


* 5 his Defence of the Complutenſian Bible, p. 5. has ob- 

. = omitted to mention the names of ſome other perſons, 

* mY oyed in ſuperintending the Hebrew and Chaldee. My 

* Og them is, that I treat at preſent of the Compluten- 

W.: "Ment only; but I ſhall take notice of them in my In- 
"the Old Teſtament, 5 


ech. viii, ſect, 6.8 
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But whether they were ancient or modern, of great of 
of little value, it is difficult to determine, as the editor 
have given no account of them. Wetſtein is of opinio 
that they were modern“, becauſe the readings of thy 
Complutenſian Bible have a remarkable aoreement wil 
thoſe of the manuſcripts written in the fourteenth, ff 
teenth, and ſixteenth centuries ;. and this opinion is con 
firmed by the very ſhape of the types, for they are ſuc 
as we find in the moſt modern manulcripts, and iti 
probable that the editors had their types caſt in imitq 
tion of the manuſcripts, which they employed on th 
occaſion 7. They boaſt in their preface of having print 
the Greek text without accents and marks of aſpiratio 
in imitation of the ancient Greek manuſcripts *. No 


_ 
as no manuſcript written in ſuch letters, as are uſed - : 
the Complutenhan edition, is without accents, and un 
editors appeal not to the manuſcripts, which they actual bar 
uſed, but to the poems of Callimachus, and the Sibiꝗ . #1; 
prophecies, there 1s reaſon to ſuſpect that their n an. 


{cripts had accents, and conſequently were mote 
The Complutenſian editors muſt not be confidered ere +, 
impoſtors, when they deſcribe their manuſcripts as vl 


of the greateſt antiquity ; they were honeſt, thoug vn. 7 
were miſtaken, the art of criticilin being then in be End 
fancy, and the antiquity of manuſcripts little under We 
Whether the celebrated Codex Vaticanus, deen Going th 
above, ch. viii. ſect. 6. Ne. 2 53. was in the numbe N 1s fal 
thoſe, which were ſent from Rome, 1s at preſent not Iuently 
be determined. But it is certain that in the Septuag krftond 
the Complutenſian edition differs ſo much from the „ Wher 


In, with 


man, that the Spaniſh editors could not have follon 
the text of the Codex Vaticanus in the Old Teſtamen 
In this edition a Latin letter is prefixed to eich .. 
in order to ſhew the words in the Latin, which q 
ſpond to thoſe in the Greek. To give an inſtance N 
Matth. xxvi. 1. | | 
- Ka *eYivero ©ore © ereAEoev | Et o factum et 1 _— 
„ Invovs * wdurag Tous ® yore | *confummatiet Jelos! 
T6UTaVS. | mones * hos ' mane? 


TOSS 1 


rer... Editions of the Gr. Teflament. 435 


and if one or more words in the Greek had none which 
rreiponded to them in the Latin, Or the contrary, they 
led up the deficiency by two ſerpentine lines croſſing 
ch other in the following manner; Matth. v. 44. aya- 
are 70g ev beobs dhv, m Eντπνονονεν,ẽé- Tou X %T 2 800(h5v0U5 f vuds, 
wa; Wwolkirk. Diligite“ inimicos veſtros O00 O 
benekacite. This was done by the editors, as they them- 
tres relate in the preface, for the benefit of beginners 
the Greek language. It is likewiſe of uſe even to the 


maß ned, for it enables them to diſcover with greater caſe 
i gpaſlages, in which the Greek text differs from the 
1nt tin. And it ſhews that it was not their intention to 


ter the Greek text, ſo as to make it correſpond to the 

uleate, for they have taken pains to make the differ- 

Ie as conſpicuous as poſhble *. 

Iwill now more fully examine the queſtion, whether 

e Spaniſh editors have wilfully corrupted the Greek 

kt from the Latin. Now this queſtion is different 

n any of the three following. | 

i. Whether they have in ſome inſtances given the pre- 
ance to Greek readings which favour the Vulgate, 


C 

5 bel wh the majority of Greek manuſcripts were againſt 
gl 088". This is done by critics even of the preſent age, 
1 115 TI” knowledge no one calls in queſtion. 

iert Whether they have done this in places, where by 
jelen long they have abſolutely committed an error. Every 
umber 1 5 able to miſtakes of this kind, and Eraſmus has 


ently fallen into them, criticiſm not being fo well 

rod at that time, as at preſent. 

„ Whether they have taken 1 John v. 7. from ſome 

ern manuſcript, or tranſlated it themſelves from the 

in, without ackno; ledging it to their readers. If 

wh be true, they certainly acted wrong; but their 
may be explained ſo as to remove the charge of 


diſhoneſty. 
| f 0 
4% 9 


ig Nov ** 0 - - . 
„on dottis ſolum, ſed omnibus in univerſum ſacrarum lite- 


6 . ; 
d > } 4 4 Rudiot.s 7 * * . . Py 
clt 1 doe opere conſulendum eſt, appoſitz ſunt dictioni cuique 
m 1 *. > 8 - N . . - 
Jello 5 ordine alphabeti, indicantes quæ dictio dictioni e re- 
; **ipondeat, ne fit | 


3 novitus et nondum adhuc in Græcis literis pro- 
andi locus. | 
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diſhoneſty. They might believe that this paſſage w; 
really genuine, and, on account of its ſuppoled impor 
ance, take no notice of its abſence from the Greek m 
nuicripts; in the fame manner as the verſe has bee 
inſerted by later editors in Luther's verſion. Or the 
might have made ſome remarks on it, which were afet 
wards eraſed by the cenfors of this edition: for, contra 
to their uſual cuſtom, they have a marginal note « 
1 John v. 7. which is in itſelf unimportant, and alma 
implies that ſomething originally preceded. If they ha 
taken the paſlage from a modern manuſcript, they ha 


ICI. 


Hebr, 
reaſe, 
yolum 
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dem 
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only acted like Eraſmus, who has inſerted it on the; kd by 

thority of a very modern manuſcript, which he had net ths, 

ſeen . In ſhort, many of the beſt editors have be ud 

guided in this paſiage by a miſtaken zeal for the Chi th 

tian religion, and have acted on principles, whuch t uh 
l 


have never admitted in other places. 

But the only queſtion to be aſked at preſent is, hel 
the editors of the Complutenſian Greek Teilament 
altered the Greek text from the Vulgate, in order 
confirm the authority of the latter“: or in other wat 
whether they have wilfully corrupted the Greek text 
charge of this kind appeared to me too ſevere, eren 
] publiſhed the ſecond edition of this Introduction; 
I fill thought that they were too much biatled in tart 
of the Vulgate, and that they almoſt always 000 
thoſe readings which coincided with it; but 1 ani 
their conduct to honeſt ignorance, not to an acu 
tention of corrupting the Greek text. At that 
was unable to form a proper judgement, becau . 
not the edition itſelf : and though I had extracts" 
it in Wetſtein's Greek Teſtament, and hkewile the 


. a _ — | co 

gate, this was not ſufficient, becauſe the a I 
| C e text 0 8 

tion does not depend ſo much on th _ 


oate in general, the manuſcripts of which a 
ferent, but on that particular Latin text, wh 
in the Complutenſian edition. 


| ariſon not 
I confeſs that the extraordinary comparion thy 
by Wetſtein, of the Latin text with Chriſt, an iy Ty 


T7 wo 
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Hebrew and the Greek with the two malefactors in- 
eaſed my ſuſpicion. It is in the preface to the firſt 
rolume, mediam inter has Latinam beati Hieronymi 
anſlationem, velut inter ſynagogam, et eccleſiam orien- 
dem poſuimus: tanquam duos hinc et inde latrones, 
eclum autem Jeſum, hoc eſt, Romanam five Latinam 
defiam collocantes. Now it may be reaſonably aſked, 
bether critics, who are capable of writing in this man- 
r, are not equally capable of altering the words that 
re uſed by the malefactors, from thoſe which were 
kd by Chriſt. But Goeze has rightly obſerved, that 
this, it is true, ridiculous comparifon the Complu- 
nan editors intended to compare not the Hebrew and 
ek texts, but the Jewiſh Synagogue and Greek 
durch; and Cardinal Ximenes, in his preface, or de- 
ation to Leo X. ſpeaks not only impartially of the 
gina Greek, but in as high terms as Luther him- 
could have uſed. For after having obſerved, that 
meaning of many paſſages could be diſcovered only 
plo archetype linguæ fonte, he proceeds as follows: 
edit quod, ubicunque latinorum codicum varietas 
ut depravatæ lectionis ſuſpicio, (id quod librariorum 
pentia ſimul et negligentia frequentiſſime accidere vi- 
is, ad primam Scripture originem recurrendum 


* 
wy 21 beatus Hieronymus, et Auguſtinus, ac cæteri 
40 "ih tractatores admonent ; ita ut librorum Vete- 
Oud ceamenti finceritas ex Hebraica veritate, Novi au- 
at e Crecis exemplaribus examinetur. Ut igitur 
lle! mala in promptu haberet quicunque divinarum lite- 
af u tadiofus, poſſetque non ſolis rivulis eſſe conten- 
. 1: led ex io fonte ſalientis aquæ in vitam #ternam 
gent e bectoris extinguere, juſſimus archetypas ſacræ ſcrip- 


d linguas cum adjunctis variarum linguarum tranfla- 
us impreſfioni mandari, Sanctitatis tuæ nomini de- 
padas, And at the end of the preface he adds, ut 
PN Uivinarum literarum ſtudia hactenus intermor- 


on 00b * tandem revireſcere. It appears likewiſe from 
and 0 e kdence, that the editors have acted agreeably 
U die prmeiples; for they have been ſo far from cor- 

Y 


E e 3 | recting 
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recting the original languages of the Bible, the Hebreq 8 
and the Greek, from the Eat verſion, that they here 
fallen into the contrary error, that of correcting the & ner. 
tuagint from the Hebrew, in oppoſition to the Vulza anne 
And many of the alterations, which they have made ende: 
the text of the Greek Teſtament, appear to me to h ned 
been taken rather from the Hebrew, than from the Lat tor re 
as it is well known that ſome of the Complutenſan e nb, 
tors were converted Jews, and the laws of criticiſm ue nder, 
at that time not fo well underſtood as at preſent. Ih ts | 
oblerved one example, that has quite the appearance "cs b 
a Jewiſh correction, and thoſe who have leiſure for mal d, inſt 
ing the inquiry might perhaps diſcover more. Li tx, 
11. 22. the common text is xa ore h Al nun pred th 
220981918 avrw, Which appears to me to be pertectly a Thefe 
curate ; but ſeveral critics, not excepting Bengel, H en,! 
did not comprehend the meaning of &vurwy, have thous pears 
that it ſhould be rejected. In the Vulgate the fingu e in fant 
number is uſed, dies purgationis ejus, where the 0 Mpute 
ejus is generally ſuppoſed to have reference to Chrilt; WM © le 
is ſuppoſed ſo even by Wetſtein, who quotes the Vu" | p 
for the ſame reading, as the four Greek manulcny h, Jam 
Cantabrigienſis, Bodleianus 6, Lincolnienſis, and Mor In the ri 
fortianus, which have aurs s. Now, admitting that Wedge 
alteration was made from the Latin, it is clear that! Jing leer 
corrector underſtood ejus in the maſculine gender timents, 
having reference to Chriſt. But the Complutenſan le 
tion has cr, in reference to Mary; 4 reading hl Coe zer 
has been hitherto confirmed by no manuſcript 3 Khred 
true, that this reading muſt be conſidered as 2 come my 
from the Vulgate, if the Complutenſian editors „d 75 to 
Greck manuſcript, in which they found it, which . Com 
ever ] will not undertake to aſſert; but the explanaah = 
which they have given of the Vulgate, is grounds © the P 
the Hebrew, Leviticus xii. 6, 7. where it 15 {aid | ot 
atonement ſhall be made for che mother *. And 11 ; Rule 
a correction from the Latin, it has the we" ek m 
| ND For inſtan 

y V. 6. N' ſhe ſhall offer, and, v. 7. the orieft xy 7 ton mY 


Y a lean ted len 
make atonement for ner Nn and the ſhall be c 


iſlue of her blood. 
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ag been made by a converted Jew, who has given a 
beter explanation of ejus, the reading of the Vulgate, 
Mn even Wetſtein himſelf; for he has explained it in 
manner ſuitable to the precept, which is given in the 
penateuch. The other reading evrwy, though it is con- 
med by the authority of the Greek manuſcripts, the 
tor rejected, becauſe he did not underſtand it; for he 
boughy that atonement was to be made, not for father, 
aher, and child, but for the mother alone. Miſtakes 
{this kind have been committed in, an hundred in- 
ces by the early critigs, not excepting even Eraſmus; 
d, inſtead of amending, they have frequently injured 
| text, without being accuſed of having wilfully cor- 
ſed the tacred writings. 

Thete then are the arguments, which might be brought 
priori, for and againſt the Complutenſian edition: but 
appears from the writings of Goeze, that thoſe, which 


n {2 our of it, are confirmed by facts, and that the 
mplutenſian Greek Teſtament latinizes much leſs than 


a of Eraſmus. Though 1 was of a different opinion, 
ben J publiſhed the ſecond edition of this Introduc- 
In, 1 am thoroughly perſuaded at preſent, that Goeze 
n the right: nor do I conſider it as a dilgrace to ac- 


\\ * A & Rs f > A 
jat tf wedge an error, into which I had fallen, for want of 
Ut Mg deen the edition itſelf. Dr. Semler is of different 


ils N g . . Ds . CY 
den ments, and whoever wiſhes to examine the ſubject 
an e ls tull extent, muſt compare his writings with thote 


boeze”, With reſpect to Wetſtein, though he is 
KKhred enemy of this edition, yet, what has frequently 
ited my aſtoniſhment, the readings, . which he has 
Ecmcd to the common text, are in moſt caſes found 
the Complutenſian Greek Teſtament. He degrades 
retore in words, but honours it in fact. 

4 the preceding remarks may be added, that many 
ss ot this edition, which were formerly ſuppoſed 


71 Ya p. "I >: as * 
Int 3 by no authority, have been fince diſcavered 
Fane cc manuſcripts*; and that ſeveral, which have 
ha | been 


For fl In 22 . 
Lor ſtance Luke ii. 15. inſtead of c BAN ε, the Complutenſian 


lon Has 
* 817 Hh N 4 . . o = © 
no xeeh, a reading which is 1ather ſufpicrous, and has 


EEC4 ; the 
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been lately collated, agree with it in a very remake fr Fm 
manner. For inſtance the Havnienſis 1, (in which Hen ts one 
ſler found forty readings that agree with the Compluten making 
ſian, and are in no other manuſcript) the Laudianus 1 inmort 
and Vindobonenſis Lambecii 35. Likewiſe in the Sep prodigy 
_ tuagint I have obſerved that readings, which were E Profeſic 
fore peculiar to the Complutenſian edition, have bee: g 
confirmed by the Alexandrine manuſcript. Theſe ci it to 
cumAignces may reaſonably lead us to conclude, that eiche 
Complutenſian edition was faithfully taken from mn this i 
ſcripts, and. that thoſe Complutenſian readings, vhiꝗ cent 
are in no manuſcript known to us at preſent, ue That 
actually taken from manuſcripts uſed by the editors. Mich : 
long therefore as we are without the mafiuſcripts, fo dan the 
which this edition was taken, it muſt itſelf be conſider br it re 
as a valuable manuſcript, or as a Codex Criticus, hiſs peculi 
contains many ſcarce readings. Konder t 
In this ſituation it was natural for every friend 00 onſtrud 
ticiſm, to wiſh that the manuſcripts uſed in this dine pr. 
which might be ſuppoſed to have been preſerved at ion, + 
cala, ſhould be collated anew ; and in the third edit 605 ax 
of this Introduction I expreſſed the fame wiſh in ſpralhWrc:!!:ns 
ing of the Codex Rhodienſis. | But the inconcenal 
ignorance and ſtupidity of a librarian at Alcala, abo He ae 
the year 1749, has rendered it impoſſible that E 1 
wiſhes ſhould ever be gratified. Profeſſor Moldenhaq . v, 
who was in Spain in 1784, went to Alcala, for the Vt mer dec 
purpoſe of diſcovering thoſe manuſcripts: and being 4 leren 
to find none, ſuſpected that they were defignedly K * Gr 
ſecret from him, though contrary to the generous e 3 
ment which he had at other times experienced * 2 lump, a 
country. At laſt he diſcovered that a very illiterate lib My, and 
rian, about thirty-five years before, who wanted 19 


ltles, 
Meek langy 
. is q | ® theſe fre 
the appearance of being a correction made by the editors. a 18 | nly delt 
by Wetſtem, not from any manu{cript, but merely from t * Ted in the 
tenſian edition, and thoſe which were copied from it. Kite) *. endle, ap 
found é: in the Cod. Guelpherbytanus A, which, though 1 do * Ver, that 
ſider the reading as a good one, is ſufficient to reſcue the ny m Which ; 
editors from the charge of having given it without authority + Pts," 


Comp 


e 
e EN 
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for forme new books, ſold the ancient vellum manuſcripts 
to one Toryo, who dealt in fire works, as materials for 
making rockets *?. Oh, that I had it in my power to 
mmortalize both librarian and rocket-maker! This 
frodigy of barbariſm I would not venture to relate, till 
Profefior Tychſen, who accompanied Moldenhawer, 
had given me freſh aſſurances of 1ts truth“. I will not 
ky it to the charge of the Spaniſh nation in general, in 
which there are men of real learning; but the'author 
d this inexcuſable act was the greateſt barbarian of the 
reſent century, and happy only in being unknown. 

That part of the Complutenſian Greek Teſtament, 
which appears to me to be the beſt, and indeed better 
than the common editions, is the Revelation of St. John, 
for it retains the rough and abrupt conſtruction, which 
b peculiar to this book; for inſtance, ch. i. 4. And I 
konder that Bengel, who firſt obſerved that this peculiar 
vaſtruction was a token of authenticity, has not beſtowed 
tore praiſe on the Complutenſian edition for that very 
tealon, and that he ſhould ſay of it, in his Fundamenta 
eos apocalypticæ, & xix. Complutenſis editio minus 
Xeliens in bonis et in malis lectionibus.“ Yet he has 

| made 


t The account which he gives is the following, As the Univerſity 
Alcala has a very conſiderable library, and hgs exiſted many centu- 
it was reaſonable to ſuppoſe, that it contained many manuſcripts. 
Merz declares that they coſt 4000 aurei, and that among them 
re ſexen of the Hebrew Bible. In this library it is highly probable 
at the Greek manuſcripts were depoſited, which were uſed for the 
_— Mplutenſian edition, and of which the German literati have fo long 
ded to have ſome intelligence. But all theſe manuſcripts were ſold 
Itlump, about thirty-five years ago, to a rocket-maker of the name of 
dryo, and were put down in the librarian's account como membranas 


PK language, heard of it ſoon after they were ſold, and haſtened to 
| theſe treaſures from deſtruction : but it was too late, for they were 
332 except a few ſcattered leaves, which are now pre- 
why : e library. That the number of manuſcripts was very con- 
* 5 ppears from the following circumſtance. One Rodan aſſured 
er, Wat he had ſeen the receipt which was given to the purchaſer, 


dm wh . | l : 
— it appeared that the money was paid at two different pay- 


Ut . pa 2 . . . 
tiles, Martinez, a man of learning, and particularly ſkilled in the 
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made conſiderable uſe of it in this very book, and in 
many inſtances adopted its readings. With this book in 
particular the Codex Guelpherbytanus C, which I hire 
deſcribed in the catalogue of manuſcripts, No. 130. very 
remarkably coincides. See the Orient. Bibl. Vol. VIII. 
„ 


The Complutenſian edition is extremely ſcarce, be 


SECT 


called 
Teſta 
ever v 
duce 

differs 


text C 


cauſe only ſix hundred impreſſions were taken off'; it - 
is wanting in many of the public libraries, and has no Aan! 
been many years even in that of Gottingen. This is th 3 
reaſon why ſo many different accounts have been given "EM 
of it. It is too expenſive for a private library; that WM... 
which is now at Gottingen coſt 480 florins, and the he Hun 
Münchhauſen gave an order to his commiſſioner as ta er the 
as goo : and the price of it will ſtill increaſe, in propor- yr 
tion as its great excellence, eſpecially in the Septuzgint, e the 
ſhall be better known. This is an inconvenience toi a! 
thoſe, who are engaged in facred criticiſm, becaul: lich 
book of this kind ſhould be always ready at hand. BU 6. 
Goeze has rendered a ſervice to the public, in having ural ab 
made diligent inquiry after all the copies of this edition, WWW... 
which are preſerved in the libraries of Germany, adde e. 
having given an account of them in his writings. | bioheft | 
Mill, Bengel, and Wetſtein, have collated this edition, ble ed; 

as a manuſcript, with great diligence ; but I have foul pa 
from repeated experience, that their extracts are b 1nd cor 
means complete. And they have neglected one thing e ag 0 
which is abſolutely neceſſary in this edition, to quote hs (: 
Latin, as well as the Greek. For if the Greek con ice of 
tradicts the Latin text, it is a proof that it was ſup: dong 
ported by a great majority of manuſcripts, ſince othemu ob. 
they would not have deviated from the eſtabliſhed ver „ 
ſion of their church. And it is certain that they co ein has 
not have avoided obſerving the difference, becaule 4 id on + 
have even pointed it out by a mark, which I have mel un to b 
tioned above **. Goeze, in his Complete Defence x irt editi 
the Complutenſian Edition, p. 277. has given cx” s beca 
from it, which in the proper 27 of the word = s editi 
: : Ur ta 


b Clement Bibliotheque Curieuſe, Tom, IV. p. 175 
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called critical, and which no future editor of the Greek 
Teſtament ought to leave unnoticed. His object how- 
ever was not to give complete extracts, but only to pro- 
duce the principal paſſages, in which the Greek text 
differs from the Latin. It was the wiſh of Mill that the 
text of this edition had been retained in all other edi- 
tions, and that the differences had been only noted in 
the margin; becauſe later editors have rather injured, 
than improved the text. Now I will not cenſure what 
not at preſent be amended ; but I think that a real 
errice would be rendered to thoſe, who are engaged in 


Lain Teſtament was publiſhed, that was an exact copy 


[ar o the Complutenfian *. | 
pol. 2. Before the Complutenſian Polyglot was delivered 
e the public, Eraſmus publiſhed his Greek Teſtament 


mh a new Latin tranſlation **. The Greek manuſcripts, 
ich he uſed, have been deſcribed above, ch. viii. 
ect. 6. chiefly under the article Codices Baſileenſes. Na- 
ual abilities, profound learning, a readineſs in detecting 
nors, with every qualification that is requiſite to pro- 
luce critical fagacity, Eraſmus poſſeſſed in the very 
neſt degree: and perhaps there never exiſted a more 
ble editor of the New Teſtament. But he was engaged, 
ud paid by a printer, who employed him in publiſhing 
Ind correcting ſeveral books, in conſequence of which 
cas obliged to make greater haſte in the publication 
| his Greek Teſtament, than the novelty and impor- 
ac of the ſubject ſhould have permitted, becauſe, 
Duh involved in a multiplicity of other buſineſs, he 
2 obliged to prepare for the preſs a freſh ſheet every 
4 S TR is evident from his letters, of which Wet- 
Sen extracts in his Prolegomena, p. 122, 123. 
on tis account Eraſmus is much more to be piticd 
. confured, It 15 a miſtake, that he began his 
* N 0 513, which it is neceſſary for me to no- 
dition. N atlerted it on the authority of Mill“. 
1 ot the Greek Teſtament, notwithſtanding 
wits, are much eſteemed, and in tone reſpects 


and 
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equivalent to manuſcripts, though Eraſmus has ſome- _ 
times made uſe of critical conjecture, to which he ws; "oP 
accuſtomed, as corrector of a preſs, and has very fre- or 
quently altered the Greek text from the Vulgate. Ex. lein 
amples of the latter have been given by Goeze, and molar: 
every reader will obſerve them, in examining Wetſtein' "oP 
various readings. A remarkable inſtance, in which he . 
has made one of theſe miſtakes, is John xvii. 15. where 91 
he has aο̃ pebyrng, inſtead of o A lucbnrns. Now the A i ; 
omiſſion of the article gives the paſſage a different mean- i; 
ing, yet it was omitted in no manuſcript, that colt which 
have been known to Eraſmus; becauſe the three, . 
which aa ueabyrns is found, namely, the Alexandrinus x 
Cantabrigienſis, and Winchelſeanus, had not been the Titi 
collated. The omiffion therefore of the article, is eithe 10 Gr 
an error ariſing from the too great hurry of Eraſmus 33 
and transferred from his edition to almoſt every othe * 
or it is an alteratton from critical conjecture, or it i vl a, 
correction from the Vulgate ; for Eraſmus, as wel 3 
Wetſtein, has been guilty of a miſtake, in ſuppoſing tha The 
a Mog, not e ae, is expreſſed in the Vulgate, when i ercited 
fact the Latin, which cannot expreſs the article, ö d, of 
evidence at all. The reading are, 2 Pet. 1.2 * 
which we find in the edition of Eraſmus, no one , 3 
been able to diſcover in any manuſcript whatſoever. . Span 
the twenty-ſecond chapter of the book of Rur Wap 
has even ventured to give his own tranſlation from t "Ms 


Latin, becauſe the Codex Reuchlini, which on q 
only Greek manuſcript, which he had of that boo « Tn 
there defective. And he ſeems to have taken the ang 


hic 
liberty in many places, where he had not that N ms 
for inſtance, Acts ix. 5, 6. In his Annotationes 11 a * 


vum Teſtamentum, he gives a particular account . 
Greek readings, which differ from the Latin: Us I 
Greek text latinizes much more than the Comp 


7 2 we: of whid oth; 
the two laſt were altered in many places from the Co 


plutenſian edition, eſpecially in the Revelation fol 
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ſohn; for Mill relates, that of an hundred alterations 
which Eraſmus made in his edition of 1527, not leſs 
tian ninety relate to the Revelation alone. Theſe five 
«ditions have been collated by Mill, Bengel, and Wet- 
fin, I have never particularly examined whether their 
collations have been made with accuracy; but having 
occationally made uſe of the firſt and moſt ſcarce of 
thee editions, I have obſerved that their extracts are not 
complete. It is however of leſs importance to know the 
readings of his editions, than thoſe of the Complutenſian, 
becauſe we are acquainted with molt of the manuſcripts, 
which he uſed **. A knowledge of them belongs rather 
tothe province of literary hiſtory, and is more neceflary 
in making a proper eſtimate of his editions, than in the 
cmticiſm of the New Teſtament itſelf. After his death, 
bs Greek Teſtament was publiſhed at Baſel, in 1553, 
and again in 1558, at Leipzig in 1582, at Frankfort, 
mth various readings, in 1673, 1674, and 1693, and, 
"ha preface by Schmid, in 1700. But theſe reimpreſ- 
ſons are of little importance in the preſent inquiry. 

The literary labours of Eraſmus, added to the envy 
excited by his profound erudition, drew on him the at- 
cs of many adverſaries; not to mention the ſtrictures 
Flich were paſſed on his productions by the divines of 
dals. One of his moſt violent opponents was the learn- 
d Spaniard Lopez de Stunica, who publiſhed Annota- 
dones adverſus Eraſmum in defenſione tranſlationis N. T. 
mus replied, in his Apologies, both to him and his 
mer antagoniſts ; and the controverſy has been ſo far 
fetal, that many points of criticiſm have been cleared 
b. which would otherwiſe have remained obſcure. But 
We character of Eraſmus ſeems in ſome meaſure to have 
füt by it, for he was more intent on his own defence, 
a the inveſtigation of truth, as Wetſtein has ſhewn 
lreral inſtances. 


«eral other editions of the Greek Teſtament, which 
3 celebrated for their excellence or ſcarcity, are 
9 K more than reimpreſſions of that of Eraſmus. 


The Greek Bible which Aldus Manutius publiſhed 


at 
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at Venice in 1518. Even the errors of the preſs are re. 
tained in it: for inſtance in the edition of Eraſmus, Rex, 
vii. 14. a catch-word had been fallely printed, namely 
eure&; for aurw, which Manutius has retained, and printed 
gASVtavay TAS oh ATTAL aur ®, Wetitein therefore, 
p. 127. has very juſtly obſerved that Eraſmus did not 
act fairly in appealing to the Aldine edition, in ſupport 
of his own readings. This edition was reprinted by 
Heerwagen at Babel in 1345. 

5) The Greek Feſtament printed at Hagenau in 1 521, 
by Nicolaus Gerbelius, was taken from thoſe of Eraſmus 


and Manutius, for it differs only in the errors of the 


preſs +. Some have contended that Luther made hi 
German tranflation from this edition, for inſtance Tobis 
Eckhard, in his Conjecture de codice Grzco N. T. quo 
Lutherus in concumanda verſione Germanica utus ft. 
Halberſtadii 1722; to whom Boyſen replied in his D- 
ſertatio theologica et critica de codice Greco, quo ulus 
eſt Lutherus, Lipſiæ 1723. The controverſy would be 
of little importance, if it related not to the hiſtory 01 


verſion ſo generally uſed, as that of Luther, and to th. 


ſource from which it was drawn. 

c) The edition publithed at Straſburg in 1 524, undef 
the direction of Fabricius Capito*®, differs from that d 
Hagenau in only eleven places, one of which is a critical 
conjecture. | | 

Another edition printed at Straſburg in the ſame yea! 
is ſaid to be a copy of that of Aldus““. | 

d) The edition by Johannes Bebelius at Baſel in 1531 
follows Eraſmus and Aldus ??. : 

e) Sim. Colinzeus republiſhed the edition of Hy 
at Paris in 1534, but he made ſeveral alterations on de 


; 
authority of tome Greek manuſcripts, and the Coe 


See Mill's Prolegomena, § 1122, 1123. 


+ Mill's Prolegomena, & 1136. 3 
5 ſanguine! 
js not in 


toral! 
the title, which is merely Novum Teſtamentum Græce. Argen 
apud Wolfium Cephalæum, Anno 1524. 
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tnſian edition. He has been ſuſpected likewiſe of hav- 
ing inſerted critical conjectures 1n the text, eſpecially by 
Beza, who has taken the very ſame liberty himſelf. But 
Wetſtein has obſerved, that in moſt of the examples, 
which have been conſidered as alterations from conjec- 
ture, Colinæus has actually followed Greek manuſcripts; 
and it appears from Grieſbach's Symbolæ Criticæ that 
there are three in particular, namely Wetſtein's Codex 17, 
and Grieſbach's 119, and 120, which in many remark- 
able readings coincide with the edition of Colinzus **. 
be edition of Jacobus Bogardus, which takes its 
name from the publither, was printed at Paris in 1543. 
According to the title, it is only a reimpreſſion of one 


elpecially in the book of Revelation, as appears from the 
liſt of various readings at the end of the work. Wet- 
ſtem, who has deſcribed it, p. 142. is of opinion that the 
editor made uſe of the Codex Stephani “. 


he ) In this and the following year was printed at Baſel 
aan octavo edition, under the following title, Novi Teſta- 
the menti omnia, cum fſcholns ex patribus, et hiſtorus in 


bea obſcuriora in marginibus adjectis. The ſubſcription 


det r Bafilez per Thomam Platerum, impenſis Reinhardi 
of Wk. Anno M. p. XxLIIII. menſe Martio”. I take 


totice of this edition, becauſe it has es Ty nabfns, in- 
ſtead of er To x hegng, Luke vii. 1. a reading, which 
makes a material alteration in the ſehſe?“. Though it 
follows in general the edition of Eraſmus, it deſerves a 
more minute examination. John Gaſt has prefixed to 
tadedication, dated Feb. 16, 1543. which contains no- 


mus ting of any conſequence, except the following paſſage, 
the Renhardus Beck, inſignis noſtræ urbis bibliopola, cum 
plu- Norm Teſtamentum Greco charactere fub prælum dare 
nt mo concepiſſet, me convenit, an aliquid haberem 


molätionum, quo commendatiſſimus per ſe liber com- 

Pendatior, in lucem exiret, fibi ut communicarem, ro- 

fur = potut vel aliquid illius humanitati denegare. 

even: 1 et candide quæ aſſignata erant libro meo 

Ne t appears then that Gaſt had nothing to do 
e publication, and correction of the text. 

3. The 
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of Erafmus's editions; but there is a material difference, 
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3. The third place among the editors of the Greek 
Teſtament muſt be aſſigned to Robert Stephens. His 
celebrated Paris edition of 1546 he formed from thoſe 
of Alcala and Baſel**, but at the ſame time made use 
of ſeveral manuſcripts, which were collated by his fon 
Henry, and have been deſcribed above, ch. vii. ſcct. 6, 
under the article Codices Stephani 7. It is to be k. 
mented that he has not noted all the various read. 
ings of theſe manuſcripts. He differs from the Com. 
plutenſian Greek Teſtament in five hundred and ninety- 
eight readings **; and he may be conſidered as the pu 
rent of that text, which is at preſent in common uſe 
Whoever therefore ſuppoſes that our preſent edition 
contain an accurate text, muſt entertain the fame op! 
nion of that of Stephens; yet it appears from what wa 
ſaid of his manuſcripts, ch. viii. ſect. 6. that accura 


was not one of his great virtues. 


He. himſelf publithed in 


I 549, the ſecond edition, which differs from the forme 


in ſeventy-ſeven places *? ; 
I 550, the third edition, which is finely executed; 
1551, the fourth edition; 

and his {on publithed in 
1569 the fifth edition “. 95 
Vögel's edition, which was printed at Leipzig in 150. 


and that of Criſpin, publiſhed at Geneva in 1 553, wel 


copied from thoſe of Stephens. 


4. Theodore Beza procured from Henry Stephens bi 


father's edition of 1550, with readings, which Rode | 
Stephens had noted in the margin“. From this wal 
Beza formed a new edition of the Greek Teſtamen 
which firſt appeared in 1565 ; but he inſerted in ff 
text many of the marginal readings, which were tayou 
able to his own opinions, even in caſes where they we 
ratified By only a ſingle manuſcript; and it may be obſer 
ed that he ſpeaks in a very confuſed manner ot w_ 
manuſcripts in general*3, His ſecond edition of the „ 
Teſtament which, as well as the preceding, Was pr 
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Henry Stephens, appeared in 1576, who prefixed to 
bis celebrated diſſertation De ſtilo, lectionibus, et in- 
muntionibus Novi Teſtamenti. In this edition many 
adings were altered: | 
In 1582 he publiſhed his third, and moſt complete 
tion, which he enriched with many various readings 
m the Codex Cantabrigienſis, and Codex Claromon- 
s. He added to the Greek text not only the Vul- 
e, but his own Latin tranſlation; and many notes. 
was reprinted in 1589, and 1t 1s the edition, from 
ich the text of our common editions of the Greek 
ſtament has been chiefly taken“. : 

Bengel has given an account of the various editions 
the Greek Teſtament which have been taken from 
Of theſe, the Elzevir editions deſerve particularly 


"OW tad the ſuperintendencè of theſe editions, and de- 
pariſon that they have chiefly followed thoſe of Ste- 
ns and Beza . The firſt Elzevir edition was printed 
Leyden in 1624, the ſecond in 1626, which, with 
Amſterdam edition of 1662, are the moſt beautiful 


ul thoſe which were printed by the Elzevirs. Mo- 
„ though he endeavoured in his Exercitationes Bib- 


TIME! 


uncertain, and that the Latin text alone was to be 


on + the New Teſtament, which was printed at 
$10 1623, . 

ma was attacked, not only on account of the read- 
nich he had adopted, but alſo for his interpreta- 


„ in his Collatio in quatuor evangelia et acta ve- 
Merpretis cum Beza ; which learned work was writ- 
1025 but not publiſhed till thirty years after- 

He defends very properly the Vulgate in many 
© ganſt the unneceffary alterations, that were made 


N 


- edition” printed by Wechel at Frankfort in 
8 TY 159). 


de noticed. It is not known who were the literati, 


mined the particular readings ; but it appears on 


to ſhew that the text of the Greek Teſtament was 


ed on, yet follows the Elzevirs in their fplendid 


af the New Teſtament, by John Bois, Prebendary 
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1597, in which various readings were added by F. 5 
burgius, though others aſcribe them to F ranciſeus ] 
nius. In this edition no alterations were made “. 
6. Benedictus Arias Montanus printed, in the Bibl. 
Polyglotta or Regia, which was publiſhed at Antue 
in 1572, the text of the Greek Rams, which he ml 
delled after that of the Complutenſian edition; and th 
of Eraſmus, making the former the baſis of his editi 
and altering it from the latter. It is thus deſcribedt 
Wetſtein in his Prolegomena, p. 1 50. 
This text has been ſeveral times reprinted, and Wy 
ſtein has given extracts from it in his various readin 
One of the reimpreſſions, from which he has alſo g 
extracts, is the Geneva edition of 1620, printed 
Pierre de la Roviere. Theſe extracts are fo imperk 
that I ſhall take particular notice of the ſubject, w 
I ſpeak of Wetſtein's edition. Schmid has made a 
collation, which with his permiſſion has been comn 
nicated to me; and it appears from it, that Wet 
has quoted ten places totally falſe, and omitted abt 
an hundred readings, which either confirm thoſe, vl 
he had drawn from other ſources, or are totally want 
in his edition: but of theſe latter readings I acht 
ledge that ſeveral are merely errors of the prels 
comparing the readings, which are quoted from 
Greek text of the Antwerp Polyglot, with thoſe vi 
Wetſtein has given from the Complutenfian, Ife 
that they coincided in a very remarkable manner; 
this coincidence is again confirmed by the e the 4} 
which have been made by Schmid. Thee extra 
{erve to be printed. 
7. The edition of the Greek Teſtament by Step" 
Curcellzus was firſt printed in 1658, at the pres FP have f 
Elzevirs, and reprinted in 1675, 1685, and 1699. no one 
cellæus has given various readings from two Gee 
nuſcripts, beſide thoſe which he has copied from 0 
editions. Rumpæus, in his Commentatio dit | 
Novum Teſtamentum, p. 280. has given a i having 
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count of this edition, and laid to the editor ſeveral 
charges, which perhaps are not wholly ungrounded“. 

g. In the beautiful Polyglot, publiſhed at Paris in 
ine volumes folio, the New Teſtament is printed in 
the fifth volume, in Greek, Latin, Syriac, and Arabic“. 
But the Greek text in this edition has nothing remark- 
able, to diſtinguiſh it from other editions. 
| 9. The celebrated London Polyglot, publiſhed by 
Bran Walton in 1657, deſerves particularly to be men- 
oned. The fifth volume contains the Greek text, with 
Latin tranſlation, alſo the Vulgate, the Syriac, the 
Arabic, the Ethiopic, and in the Goſpels the Perſic 
erlon, with Latin tranſlations to each; and under the 
ek text, ſeveral readings from the Codex Alexandri- 
us. In the fixth volume is the firſt copious collection 
various readings, that ever was printed. For there 
e not only the various readings, which Stephens had 
med in his margin, the Velefian readings, and thoſe 
Wechel, but allo the readings of fixteen manuſcripts, 
lich were collated under the direction of Archbiſhop 
her. Theſe manuſcripts have been deſcribed in the 
th chapter, under the numbers, 50, 59, 61, 65, 
4 135, 157, 158, 160, 161, 180, 186, 187, 188, 
6 251. Whoever wiſhes to read a deſcription of 
all together, may conſult Mils Prolegomena, 
1372—1 396. | | 
This Polyglot is of the utmoſt importance to a critic, 


Im the above-mentioned manuſcripts, but particularly 
E of the Oriental verſions, from which he muſt 
ect various readings to the New Teſtament. Though 


Steph" of the manuſcripts, which are quoted in the Poly - 
pres bare fince that time been more accurately collated, 
699- uo one would now have recourſe to that edition for 
Greek adings of the Alexandrinus, or Cantabrigienſis, 


rom 10 
critid 


, full 


ome of the ſixteen manuſcripts, which Uſher had 
1 , haye never been ſince examined, Mill and Wet- 
ming inſerted thoſe readings in their collections, 
Me) found them in the Polyglot. Now as errors of 

Fa 5 the 
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It only on account of the extracts which it contains 
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Polyglot, have the readings in queſtion or not. 


Several other critics have horrowed from the readings 
of the London Polyglot. Bengel ſelected whatever ap- 
peared to him important, and Saubert has inſerted in 
gs of the Goſpel of d. 


his Variæ Lectiones all the readin 
Matthew. 


10. John Fell, Biſhop of Oxford, was the next aft 
Walton, who publiſhed a critical edition of the Grech 
Teſtament : but this was ſo eclipſed by that of Mil 
that it is no longer ſought as a work of importance | 
ſacred criticiſm, but merely as a ſcarce book, thoug 
the learned editor made many additions to that hid 
had been performed by Walton : and the only ment 
which it retains, is that of having given birth to Mil 
edition. The title is, Tac xu, d Nn ama, No 
Teſtament libri omnes. Acceſſerunt parallela ſcriptut 
loca, nec non variantes lectiones ex plus 100 MSS. (0 


dicibus, et antiquis verfionibus collectæ. Oxonl, 
theatro Sheldomano, 1475, 8". 


It appears from the preface, that the great number 


various readings, which are printed in the fixth volu 


of the London Polyglot, apart from the text, had gi 


alarm to many perſons, who were ignorant of critical 
and had induced them to ſuſpect, that the New I- 
ment was attended with ſo much uncertainty, as to 
a very imperfect ſtandard of faith and manners. In or 
to convince ſuch perſons of their error, and to ſhew hd 
little the ſenſe of the New Teſtament was altered | 
them, Fell printed them under the text, that the 7ead 
might the more eafily compare them. 
Io the readings which he copied * 
Polyglot, thoſe quoted by Curcellæus, and the = 
readings, he added Marſhall's extracts from the 
and Gothic verſions, and the readings of {eve 


ral man 
{crif 
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the preſs are unavoidable, eſpecially in a work like Wet- 
ſtein's, it is neceſſary to have recourſe to the Polyglot, 
whenever a doubt ariſes in regard to the accuracy of a 
quotation by Mill or Wetſtein, in order to ſee whether 
theſe manuſcripts, which were collated for the London 


from the Lond 
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ſctipts, which were collated for his edition: but theſe 
he has not ſufficiently deſcribed. Theſe are, 1. Twelve 
manuſcripts in the Bodleian library, of which he ſays, 
quorum plerique intacti prius, nec in Polyglottis recen- 
iti, 2. Two manuſcripts, formerly the property of 
Uſher, which were collated for him by Dodwell. Theſe 
are the manuſcripts, which I have deſcribed in the 
eohth chapter, by the titles Cod. Uſſer. 1. et 2. But 
ell did not obſerve that the latter had been already 
quoted in the London Polyglot by another name; in 
oſequence of which, he has quoted the ſame evidence 
"es. 3. The three Codices Petavani, and the Codex 
angermanenſis, which were collated by Gachon. The 
nts from theſe manuſcripts arrived too late to be 
med under the text; and the editor was obliged there- 
re, contrary to his original plan, to add them in an 
ppendix, together with the Barberini readings. Even 
ths appendix only a few of them are quoted: but 
are not loſt to the world, for the Biſhop commu- 
dated the manuſcript collation to Mill. One might 
molt conclude from a paſſage in Mills Prolegomena , 
t the various readings, at leaſt thoſe in the appendix, 
i not reduced into order by the Biſhop himſelf, but 
de left the drudgery to others, who had leſs zeal 
icntical knowledge, than himſelf. , 
Wit reſpect to the quotations of the fathers, Fell's 
mon was erroneous, 2 he ſuppoſed that they quoted 
Rely from memory ; and for this reaſon he not only 
Ifted tem himſelf, but was diſpleaſed with Mill, 
owing on them fo much attention. 
© lecond edition, which was not publiſhed till after 
eath, is a magnificent folio; but it would have 
19 lofs, had this edition never a peared. It takes 
_ from John Gregory, 3 it contains the 
s which he had made, (for he died before it was 
publiſhed) 
dus Paucas duntaxat, idque ſine diſtinctione omni, primi, ſe- 


1 tertü, codicum o . . ., 6 . 
. | unde petitz ſunt, in appendicem editioni - 
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publiſhed) partly from the Greek fathers, partly fta 1. 
Greek profane authors: but theſe extracts are of no or: fin! 
value. The title is, Novum Teſtamentum, una 0 | ſing 
ſcholiis Græcis, e Græcis ſcriptoribus, tam eccleſiaſtch ein: 
quam exteris, maxima ex parte deſumptis. Opera leg 
ſtudio Johannis Gregorii. Oxonii, e theatro Sheldon" the 1 
ano, 1703. This edition, if we except the typographi medi 
cal execution, has nothing worthy of the Sheldon theat The 
for no addition is made to the various readings of Fe e be 
edition, which might eaſily have been done from ti" tho 
Biſhop's papers, nor are even thoſe, which he had ef un, 
obliged to print in an appendix, transferred to th pt, at 
proper places. | 5 broug 
The edition of 1675 has been twice reprinted in ie; 
many **; but no man would ſeek at preſent, in ſo it Feral 01 
perfect a work, what he can find, not only more coi" befc 
pletely, but with greater eaſe in Mill. Fell's dition s, » 
of no value, not even for the purpoſe of examining been 
ther later editors, who have quoted the fame marulc n be 
as himſelf, have quoted inaccurately : for as Mil vag rats 
poſſeſſion of all the Biſhop's papers, his edition men 
courſe a more certain criterion, than that of his prof?" re! 
ceſſor. But Fell has greater merit than he could h 
acquired from an edition of the Greek Teſtament ; {ol 
poſſeſſed a noble and generous ſpirit, which he dilpls 
in communicating to Mill whatever he had colt 
himſelf, and in encouraging one of the beſt of critic 
publiſh an edition, which has brought his own into 0 
on, and which ſtill remains an indiſpenſable work toe 
man engaged in ſacred criticiſm. He died howerel 
fore it was publiſhed ; for Mill was advanced in fi 
lication no further than the twenty-fourth chapter © 
Matthew, when the world was deprived of this ex 
man, a loſs, which was felt particularly by Mill, 
3 the fulfilling of a promiſe, which che i 
ad made him, to defray the expence of printing 
Here ends the infancy of criticiſm, in reſpect ; 
New Teſtament : and the age of manhood com 


4 .* » 5 5 i 
with the edition, which I am now going to * 
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11, This is the celebrated edition of John Mill, which 
e finiſhed only fourteen days before his death, after 
ing beſtowed on it the labour of thirty years. The 
gin and progreſs of it he has himſelf deſcribed in his 
olegomena *; I will therefore make only ſuch remarks 
n the value and contents of this publication, as relate 
mediately to points of criticiſm. | 
The colle&ions of Various Readings, which had been 
ade before the time of Mill, the Veleſian, the Barbe- 
ni, thoſe of Stephens, the London Polyglot, and Fell's 
lition, with thoſe which the Biſhop had left in manu- 
pt, and whatever he was able to procure elſewhere, 
brought. together into one large collection. He made 
kewiſe very conſiderable additions to it. He collated 
reral original editions more accurately than had been 
Ine before: he procured extracts from Greek manu- 
pts, which had never been collated, and of ſuch as 
jd been before collated, but not with ſufficient atten- 
In, he obtained more complete extracts. I will not 
lumerate the manuſcripts at preſent, becauſe they are 
numerous; and it is the leſs neceſſary, as, in the 
aper relative to the manuſcripts of the Greek Teſta- 
at, whatever was performed by Mill, has been men- 
ned under each reſpective article. He alſo added, as 
8 he was able, readings from the ancient verſions ; 
Lhe diſplayed his critical judgement, in not filling the 
gn of his edition with quotations from the modern 
Near verſions, which have no weight in ſacred cri- 
im. He is likewiſe to be commended for the great 
ation which he paid to the quotations of the fathers, 
importance of which he had ſagacity enough to diſ- 
N: and he is the more to be commended, becauſe in 
b point he had to contend with the opinion of his 
ad and patron, Biſhop Fell, who adviſed him to 
3 work, and devote leſs time to the writings of 
ers. 
[tis ſaid, that he has collected from manuſcripts, fa- 
end verſions, not leſs than thirty thouſand various 
5 readings. 
5 ect. 1412, to the end. 
FI4: 
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readings. Mill was perhaps too painfully accurate in i: 


gard to trifles, and readings that are evident errata; where 


others have gone into the oppoſite extreme, and omitted 
things of importance. 
cenſured ; for in a capital work like Mill's Greek Teſh 
ment, which every critic has occaſion to conſult, it i 
better to have too much, than too little ; and Mill ner 
falls into the childiſhneſs betrayed by ſome collecto 
who, where there is little to gather, are reſolved to g 
ther all. His adverſaries, of whom many were whol 
ignorant of criticiſm, were not aware that the manif 
errors of .a tranſcriber are ſometimes worthy of notic 
becauſe we learn from them the character of the man 
{cripts themſelves, and their relation to other mani 
ſcripts. | 

. time of Mill, the editors of the Greek Tel 
tament, and the collectors of various readings, wele 0 
accuſtomed to give a clear and accurate deſcription « 
their manuſcripts. This taſk was firſt undertaken | 
Mill, which he has executed in his elegant and kae 
Prolegomena, which conſiſt of 168 folio pages: and! 
has not only deſcribed his manuſcripts, but judged 
the goodneſs of them from the readings, which he quot 
He was the firſt perſon, who4 


from them as proofs. i 
tempted to give a genealogy of the editions of the Gree 
Teſtament, in which, it 1s true, he made ſeveral ml 
takes: but no man, who makes the firſt attempt, 


expect to arrive at perfection. His Prolegomena, 1 
withſtanding thoſe of Wetſtein, ſtill retain their Y 
value; for they contain a great deal of matter, wc 
not in Wetſtein, and of the matter, which 1 comm 
to both, ſome things are explained more clearly 
Mill. Wetſtein travelled into different countries,“ 
mined with his own eyes a much greater number o ; 
nuſcripts, than his predegeſſor, had more genius, f 
much greater ſhare of learning; but on the other | 
Mill was more diligent, had more critical phe ; 
believe, adhered more ſtrictly to the truth“. 2 
it neceſſary to mention theſe circumſtances, ber 
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Gems to be the opinion of many, that Mill's edition, 
and eſpecially his Prolegomena, ſince the publication of 
Vetſtein's Greek Teſtament, is become uſeleſs, and, as 
t were, obſolete, | 

Mill's collection of various readings, notwithſtanding 
many imperfections, and the ſuperiority of that of 
Wetſtein, is ſtill abſolutely neceſſary to every critic : for 
Netſtein has omitted a great number of readings which 
e to be found in Mill, eſpecially thoſe, which are ei- 
er taken from the Vulgate, or confirm its readings. I 
imit that Mill was too much attached to this verſion, 
u he cannot be accuſed of partiality in producing its 
dence, becauſe it is the duty of a critic to examine 
he witneſſes on both fides of the queſtion : and. Wet- 
an, by too frequently neglecting the evidence in favour 
| the Vulgate, has rendered his collection leſs perfect, 
an it would otherwiſe have been. 

Mill made no alterations in the text of the Greek 


bens. But he delivered his opinion on particular read- 
„ partly in his Prolegomena, partly in his collection 
readings, that are printed under the text. In the one 
oten gives an opinion, which contradicts that which 
lad given in the other; which aroſe from his having 
qured, during the progreſs of the work, as he himſelf 
pteſſes, a more comprehenſive knowledge of the ſub- 
for which he was chiefly indebted to Simon's Cri- 
au Hiſtory, eſpecially in reſpect to the proper uſe of 
ancient verſions. Bengel has obſerved, that Mill 
Kit firſt more attentive to the number, than to the 
- els of his manuſcripts, but that he afterwards cor- 


nas more inclined to favour the readings, which 
Mded with the Vulgate, than thoſe which differed 
PI, Yet his critical judgement prevented him from 
ug a reading as genuine, becauſe it was ſmooth 
Lea; and in this reſpect he has introduced among 
cs a taſte, which is perfectly juſt, but contrary 
i Which prevailed at the revival of learning. _ 

N he 


lament, but copied exactly the third edition of Ste- 


id his error. It may be obſerved in general, that 
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The great diligence, which he diſplayed in colle&in 
ſo many thouſand readings, expoſed him to the attacks 
of many writers both in England and Germany, wh 
formed not only an unfavourable, but unjuſt opinion of 
his work. Not only the Clergy in general, but ere 
Profeſſors in the Univerſities, who had no knowledge « 
criticiſm, conſidered his vaſt collection of various read 
ings, as a work of evil tendency, and inimical to th 
Chriſtian religion. And perhaps a ftill greater numbe 
of years would have elapſed, before the merits of hi bined 
Greek Teſtament would have been acknowledged, * ns 
Bengel, who was univerſally celebrated, as a man of UHH c 

common piety, had not given it authority, by treadi , 
in the footſteps of its author. 
It cannot be denied that Mill's Greek Teſtament h 
many imperfections, and ſome of real importance. H 
extracts from manuſcripts are often not only incomple 
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9 but erroneous ; and it is frequently neceſſary to con fthe 
. the miſtakes in Mill, from the edition of Wetſtein. M dan 


aroſe from Mill's not having travelled, like Wetſtein, lors, | 
collate manuſcripts himſelf; he was obliged to depe nue 
on the diligence and accuracy of others, who collat | 
rather out of friendfhip, and to whom therefore he cue n. 
preſcribe no fixed and determinate plan. If Mil bn 
had the ſame pecuniary aſſiſtance for his edition of WW The ce 
New Teſtament, which Kennicott had in his publicat hinions. 
of the Old, theſe imperfections might have been ayo1de ſub; 
but inſtead of laying them to the charge of the 1a, publi 
editor, we muſt rather conſider it as a merit, that ro) r 
ventured, in ſpite of numerous obſtacles, on ſo g tic: on 
and extenfive an undertaking. | dt on! 
Still leſs perfect are his extracts from the Oriental "ls. bs 
fions, becauſe he was unacquainted with thoſe language oh to 
and in ſelecting readings from the Syriac, the A IM an op 
and Ethiopic, was obliged to have recourſe to the 1- FS often | 
tranſlations, which are annexed to thoſe verſions in Mt which 
London Polyglot. My late father, in his * Jeently 
witica de varus lectionibus N. T. caute _——y de danger 
taken particular notice of the miſtakes of thus \ 
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Mills edition, which amount not to hundreds, but to 


thouſands. To be convinced of the truth of this affer- 
tion, the reader needs only to have recourle to the ſeventh 
nuagraph of my Cure in Actus Apoſtolorum Syriacos, 
where he will ſee that they amount to at leaſt five hun- 
ded in the Acts of the Apoſtles alone. In the year 
1167, Profeſſor Bode publiſhed a treatiſe, entitled, Pſeu- 
Hocritica Millio-Bengeliana, in which the miſtakes of 
is kind, which had been committed by Mill, are 
pointed out, and corrected. It is a work, with which 
bo man can diſpenſe, who would make a critical uſe of 
Mrs Greek Teſtament, if he is unacquainted with Sy- 
ac and Arabic. | 

In the deſcription of manuſcripts, and other critical 
lcuments, which he had never ſeen himſelf, Mill is 
00 often led away by the force of his imagination, and 
e relates his own conjectures with as much confidence, 
if they were real facts. His deſcription of the Codex 
aticanus, as a manuſcript uſed by the Complutenſian 
lors, his quotation of an hundred readings from this 
tanulcript, becauſe thoſe readings are in the Complu- 
alan edition, and the opinion which he thence forms 
I the manuſcript ftſelf, confirm the truth of this aſſer- 
Mn, 

The contradictions, which have been obſerved in the 
pans delivered by Mill, in different places, on the 
e ſubſect, of which Whitby has collected examples 
da publication, that bears the illiberal title of Millius 
mo Tiwwpe eve; ©, 1 conſider as no fault in that eminent 
mc: on the contrary, it redounds to his honour, that 
dot only acquired a more extenſive knowledge of the 
dect during the progreſs of his work, but had candour 


I 


is often diffcult to diſtinguiſh what is ſpurious from 
ach is genuine, and where the decifion _— 
untly on a ſeeming trifle, is unavoidably expoſed to 
lnger of deciding in one inſtance upon principles, 
59 Tour that 


e : | 
la the "ppenux to his Examen variantium lectionum Milli. 


ugh to confeſs his former miſtakes. Whoever has to 
i an opinion on ſeveral thouſand readings, in which 
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that contradict thoſe which he had adopted in anoth 


unleſs, like Whitby, he is predetermined to give th 


conſtant preference to one particular edition, or, inftea 
of forming an unbiafſed judgement in each particu 
inſtance, has conſtant recourſe to former deciſions, i 
order to be uniform at the expence of partiality. 
The greateſt objection, which can be made to Mill 
that he frequently gives an opinion, where it is whollyſu 
perfluous, and that he often makes a poſitive deciſion 
caſes, where neither of the readings has a manifeſt ſuper, 
rity: of evidence. In readings, which make no alteratin 
in the ſenſe, we ſeldom find a decided preponderance 
favour of any one 1n particular, eſpecially if we baland 
the number of witneſſes in one ſcale, by the goodrel 
and authority of thoſe in the other. We muſt not there 
fore be ſurpriſed, that Mill, in the deſcription of l 
manuſcripts, makes mention, not of one, two, or thre 
but frequently of an hundred readings, peculiar to a pa 
ticular manuſcript, which he deſcribes as genuine, an 
as proots of the goodneſs of the manuſcript, in retainin 
ſo much of the true text, which is not to be found i 
other documents. It ſeems, as if he made his car th 
criterion for determining the genuineneſs of a reading 
without conſidering that on this principle, not only di 
terent perſons, but the ſame perſon at different tim 
muſt form different opinions; not to mention, that 0 
any two readings, we ſeldom find either fo offeniive i 
the ear, as to warrant us to conclude, on that accou 
alone, that it was not written by the author, whole wot 
we examine. ; 
Muill's principal opponent was Daniel Whitby, 2 
who was certainly endued with a conſiderable ſhare 
learning. His chief obje& was to defend the reading 
of the printed text, and to ſhew that Mill was miſtak 
in frequently preferring other readings. But how 
quently ſoever Mill has been guilty of an error in jo 
ment, in the choice of this or that particular fes 3 
yet the value of the collection itſelf remains we . 
To give the reader a notion of Whitby's deſign, * 
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ack upon Mill, I will quote the title-page at full 
poth. 
Ga variantium lectionum Johannes Milli S. T. P. 
di oſtenditur, . | 
1. Lectionum harum fundamenta incerta plane eſſe, 
ad lectionem textus hodierni convellendam protinus 
donea. 
. Lectiones variantes, que ſunt momenti alicujus, 
ſenſum textus mutant, pauciſſimas eſſe, atque in 1s 
nnibus? lectionem textus defendi poſſe. | 
3. Lectiones variantes levioris momenti, quas latius 
endimus, tales eſſe, in quibus a lectione recepta ra- 
lime recedendum eſt. 
4. Millium in hiſce variantibus lectionibus colligendis 
pius arte non ingenua uſum efle, falſis citationibus 
undare, et ſibimet ipſi multoties contradicere. 
Opera et ſtudio Danielis Whitby S. T. B. et eccleſiæ 
tiburienfis Præcentoris, 1710. It was afterwards an- 
ted to his Paraphraſe and Commentary on the New 
tament, publiſhed in 1727. 
Now Whitby, though a. good commentator, was a 
l critic, This appears from his very manner of argu- 
againſt Mill, for we may be affured, that whoever 
Kemns another as a heretic, becauſe he is of a diffe- 
opinion, is wholly ignorant of the art of criticiſm. 
be beginning of his preface, he deſcribes Mill's col- 
01 of various readings as inimical to our religion, 
I% rendering the Word of God uncertain. He ſays 
Mill has collated at leaft ninety manuſcripts, and 
Prefers frequently a reading that is found in only 
ay, or thirty: that he muſt therefore have been 
7 extremely negligent in collating, or that the read- 
| Mich he rejects, is ſupported by the greateſt num- 
manuſcripts.” But this accuſation betrays a total 
pace of manuſcripts, and ſhews that Whitby had 
never 


, ;mibu defendi poſſe, though it implies not an abſolute impoſſi- 
Oy a very bold aſſertion. Nor is it a proof of Whitby's 
N We of truth, unleſs he ſuppoſed that Robert Stephens was 
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never read with proper attention even Mill's Pro hane 
mena ; from which he might have learned, that al HN bach 
manuſcripts do not contain the whole New Teſtament has | 
Ludolph Küſter reprinted Mill's Greek TeRament 
Rotterdam in 1710, and enriched it with the readings be! 
twelve additional manuſcripts **. Theſe are nine u this: 
manuſcripts, with thoſe « Carpzov, Seidel, and Bot 
ner. This edition has likewiſe another advantage, H And 
the readings which Mill had been obliged to place in \MWrecei 
Appendix, are here transferred to their proper phat Ar 
But Grieſbach, in the preface to his Symbolæ cri adi. 
has obſerved that Küſter has not transferred them all, Moth 
Before I conclude the account of Mill's edition, Im tbe e 
take notice of that copy, which is in my own poſſeſo imſe 
becauſe I ſhould be ſorry that the pains, which He T: 
been beſtowed on it, ſhould be loſt to the world. Th 
copy I inherited from my father, who has written 
ginal notes from one end of it to the other. They n crit 
fiſt partly in new readings, which he himſelf had cond 
lected, partly in obſervations on the old. The raden d 
which he has added, are taken chiefly from Theophyhff edi 
from the Syriac, Ethiopic, and Arabic verſions, pa 
cularly that publiſhed by Erpenius, and a manulcnpWaſtr 
the Vulgate, which he procured from the libra : 
Ludwig. The extracts from this manuſcript arc "ln 172 
numerous: but the moſt important are thoſe, wc" df whic 
taken from the Oriental verſions, becauſe tie read, ! ha, 
which Mill has quoted from them, are very impece n 
whereas thoſe, which my father has collected, wer 
ſuredly not taken from the Latin tranſlations, but bw dere © 
from the originals themſelves. After my dei, lich 
copy will be depoſited in the library of the Orphan Hi E. i 
in Halle. ; 4 pip 
In the Bodleian library is a copy of Mill's Greek WE" up 
tament, with additions and corrections from * "_ 
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* Whitby was as much againſt the Latin readings, 


your of them : and, though he was of opinion th 
the Greek Teſtament from memory, yet he paid more defere 
quotations, than to any manuſcript. '#18, 41 
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band: there are alſo ſome additions by Hearne. Grieſ- 
bach, in the firſt volume of his Symbolz, p. 241—3o4. 
has printed as many of them, as relate to the {eventeen 
firſt chapters of St. Matthew, and all the epiſtles. In 
the latter a Codex Hal. is frequently quoted ; but what 
this abbreviation denotes no one at preſent knows. 

12. The Greek Teſtament publiſhed by the learned 
Sndic of the city of Bremen, Gerard of Maſtricht, was 
received in Germany with great applauſe. It was printed 
at Amſterdam in 1711, with Prolegomena, and various 
readings, which were taken partly from Fell's edition, 
partly from a manuſcript in the imperial library, which 
Im de editor himſelf collated with great care. He calls 
dea bmeelf in the title G. D. T. M. D. that is, Gerardus 
h l de Trajecto Moſæ Doctor. 

. I Notwithſtanding this work was ſo much commended 
n n its firſt appearance, the late Bengel in his Introductio 


cy of cin N. T. p. 440. of the 1* edition, p. 76. of the 
had ond, ſpeaks of it in very indifferent terms. It is cer- 
zenden that Maſtricht was not happy in the choice of his 
a cines: and as Mill's edition is ſo much more com- 
s, pu eie, the imperfect collection of readings exhibited by 
uc lattricht ſeems to be of no uſe. 


ibrag 13. An anonymous Engliſhman publiſhed in London 


- arc "i. 1729, The New Teſtament, Greek and Engliſh, 8'*. 
which WP vbich I can ſpeak only from the accounts of others, 
real | have never ſeen it myſelf. The editor has preſumed to 
mperii=k: many alterations in the Greek text, not only where 
ver Wi" dad the authority of manuſcripts, but frequently from 
but u ere conjecture. He has added an Engliſh tranſlation, 
eath, Flch runs with tolerable fluency, and likewiſe ſeveral 
han HOWS which however we find no new extracts from mas 
ſcripts, but merely ſuch as had been given by Mill. He 
Greek upon the principle, that it is lawful for an editor to 
* de text from conjecture, and ridicules thoſe, Who“ 


galt wrong to invent new readings. The common 
„Gal. iv. 25. he did not underſtand; he made = 
| therefore Mm 


Wn 5. 
4. Ecribed in the Memoirs of a library in Halle, Vol. IV. 
419. 
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the Univerſity, he made uſe of that edition of the Gree 


uneaſineſs, and the influence which it had on his mo criti, 


« Þ The late Wolf has confuted, in his Curz, the innovations ot 
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therefore an emendation, of the juſtneſs of which he is 
ſo very confident, that he cenſures Mill, for retaining 
the words Ewa oog sgi Ev TH Apatin, becauſe they are 
found in every manuſcript, and adds as if there wx 
any manuſcript ſo ancient as common ſenſe.” This is 4 
ridiculous and abſurd affectation of wit. Whoever, like 
this editor, has not ſufficient knowledge to comprehen 
the meaning of his author, will certainly be unable to 
find common ſenſe in a paſſage, of which he knows no 
the meaning: but this 1s the fault of the interpreter, not 
of the author. And it would be ſurely a very extraord 
nary rule in the art of criticiſm, that common ſenſe is of 
be preferred to the authority of all manuſcripts; Herd 
though we may appeal to common ſenſe, to ſhew wh 
an author ought to have written, it is no criterion to 
determining what he actually has written. not 

14. John Albert Bengel, Abbot of Alpirſpach in th 
Dutchy of Würtemberg, became a critic, as he himſe 
expreſſes it, per tentationem, or, in other words, he d 
rected his attention to ſacred criticiſm, in conſequencec 
ſerious and anxious doubts. While he was a ſtudent 
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Teſtament, which Profeſſor Frank had printed at Hal 
from that of Biſhop Fell; and being reſolved not t 
form his principles of Theology from the ſyſtem adopt 
in the academical lectures, he had recourſe to the Gre 
Teſtament itſelf; but finding ſo great a number of va 
ous readings, which ſeemed to render his faith unce 
tain, he fell into a kind of deſpondency, which he col 
cealed from his tutor, becauſe he doubted whether! 
ſhould obtain the ſatisfaction he required. But if 


editor, which Leonhard Twells has done in a ſeparate work, wiucl | 
have never been able to procure 55, In the Memoirs of a = 5 he 
Halle this edition is deſcribed as a very bold undertaking again ung, an 
doctrine of Chriſt's Divinity. l 
i See the account of his life in the Apparatus eriticus, p. 659 4 
24 ed. 
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f fady, were very beneficial in their effects: and the 
ſequence followed, which might be naturally expect- 
„ fince a man who feeks after the genuine reading 
rough ſcruples of conſcience, will not only be more 
duſtrious in ſearching for materials of information, but 
ll probably be more {crupulouſly exact in examining 
evidence, which they afford, than a man who exerciſes 
e art of criticiſm, merely becauſe it is his profeſſion, 
becauſe the ſtudy of it either gratifies his amhition, or 
fulges his private inclination. Bengel was not only 
lvent in the examination of various readings, but in 
e ſricteſt ſenſe of the. word conſcientious; for he con- 
red it as an offence againſt the Deity, if through his 
n fault, that is, through levity or careleſneſs, be in- 
luced a falſe reading into the ſacred text. His object 
$ not merely to make a collection of readings, and 
e the choice of them to the judgement of the read- 
but to examine the evidence on both ſides, and draw 
Inference: yet he has not given his own opinion ſo 


cnce Mntly as Mill, whom he reſembled in his reverence 
dent Mie Latin verſion, and in the preference which he 
eGo harſh and difficult readings, before thoſe which 
at Hal: imooth and flowing. It may be obſerved in gene- 
not dat he had a cool and ſound judgement, though it 
adopt wt prevent him from thinking too highly of the 
he Cen readings, and of the Codex Alexandrinus, with 
fu ktinizing** manuſcripts. But it was certainly a fault 
th unce that he was too much attached to the opinions, 
h he co be had once formed, and that in the materials, 
hether N be let for a ſecond edition of the Apparatus criti- 
But fi pad fo little attention to the objections which 
hi mag tic had made to the miſtakes of the firſt edi- 
W !t may be {aid however, as an extenuation of this 

attons f Lat, his character being naturally firm, he was 
ork, vc c to pay leſs attention to objections in general, 
a libra) WE he had been often attacked by men without 
s 6 n e ind without judgement. There is another 


ion m his judgement, which I ſhould have 
Co in filence, if Wetſtein had not taken par- 
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ticular notice of it. Namely, Bengel was of opinie 
that in certain caſes a kind of inward and ſpiritud or 
might enable us to diſtinguiſh the genuine reading 0 
the ſacred text, from that which proceeded merely try 
human hands. Now I recollect no paſſage of ſcipti e: 
in which the Deity has given a promiſe of this cr e 
grace; and I am really of opinion, that if we fol 2 
its call, it would lead different critics to different cond de h 
ſions. But whatever ſentiments we entertain of tee H 
cution of his work in general, he will always retain 
merit of being the firſt perſon who removed thoſe f din 
picions, which had been entertained of ſacred critich hat | 
and of rendering its ſtudy more general, eſpecial en 


Germany. He made known his deſign by a Prod bn 


printed at Tübingen in 1725, which was followed n 
years afterwards by the Greek. Teſtament itlelf, win, 
was publiſhed at Tübingen in 1734, in 4”. He pref in; 
to it his Introductio in criſin Novi Teſtamenti, andſ | 
Joined to it his Apparatus criticus, and Epilogus. 
lis Introductio in crifin he treated of the manulcri 
verſions, and editions, adding at the fame time 1 
rational critical rules; and he executed the whole 1 
clear and conciſe a manner, that the clergy 1n gene 
who had not directed their attention to ſacred criti 
began to think that it was leſs dangerous, than the)! 
imagined. The writings of Bengel therefore had 
readers, than thoſe of moſt critics; and his readers em: 
become in general his friends and diſciples. 

He did not, as Mill had done, ſimply rept ade his 
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text of a former edition, but he really improved 1 lich be. 
far as he was able. But his diffidence, and cu 

which was at that time neceſſary, prevented him fond 
ſerting in the text any reading, that had not ad coll 
peared in ſome printed edition, even though he belen lexen w 
to be the genuine reading; by which means be 10K to for 


the reproach, which ſome perſons might have mn IR 
having publiſhed a new Bibles”. In the book ay 
lation alone he took the liberty of inſerting * 
which had never been printed, becauſe tis 00! 
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been printed from ſo few manuſcripts, and in one paſſage 
had been printed by Eraſmus from no manuſcript what- 
hever. Under the text he placed ſome ſelect readings, 
but without quoting the evidence 1n their favour, which 
Wh: reſerved for his Apparatus criticus. His opinion of 
hefe marginal readings he expreſſed by Greek letters, 
1 d, y, J, e, and ſome few other marks: - « denotes that 
he held it for genuine; g that its genuineneſs was not 
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\c co MWblolutely certain, but that the reading was {till prefer- 
ane to that in the text; y that the reading of the mar- 
oe Ha vas equal in value to the reading of the text, and 


Wc hat he doubted which of them he ſhould prefer; & that 


1ally e marginal reading was of leſs value; and e that it was 
drom blolutely ſpurious, though ſome critics had defended it. 
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Now, whatever Wetſtein may aſſert to the contrary, it 
annot be denied that this is a very convenient method 
improving the text. 

His whole collection of various readings, with the 


gas. nidence in their favour, and ſometimes with his own 
mac numents upon them, he placed in his Apparatus criti- 
ume v „ This collection was chiefly taken from that of 


hole ll; but Bengel omitted whatever he thought was of no 


n con portance, for which he has been cenſured by Wet- 
crit, and, I believe, with reaſon. If Bengel had printed 
\ the' YE (4rious readings under the text, he might have been 
had 1 bed to print only ſelect readings. in order to ſave 
ade n: but as he printed them apart, and was not con- 

| ied to a ſmall compaſs of paper, he ought to have 
reprint BN: bis Apparatus as complete as poſſible. A reading, 
oed Nl lich leemed unimportant to Bengel, might appear to 
d cu oer critic to be of ſome conſequence; and when 


im 1701 mts were given from manuſcripts, which had never 


alten collated before, every man wiſhed to be acquaint- 
e belesen wich ſuch readings, as were manifeſt errata, in or- 
; he aV0 ito form a Judgement of the value of the manuſcripts 
we walt emlelves*, To the readings, which Bengel borrowed 
ok ol g from 
ng read 'Vengel himſelf acknowledges that it is uſeful to quote ſeemingly 


. 0 umporta f 
15 h00b Plant readings, and he is in this reſpect one of the moſt ftrenu- 


B advocat - . . > bo FIAT 
4p D of Mill, See his Prodromus, or his Apparatus criticus, 
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from Mill, he made very conſiderable additions, which 
conſiſted partly in extracts from manuſcripts, which had 
never been collated, partly in extracts, which had been 
printed by others, but had never been collected into one 
maſs, and partly in readings, which he ſelected with 
greater accuracy, than his predeceffors, from the ancient 
verſionsl. Theſe additions to Mill's collection make 
Bengel's Apparatus indiſpenſable to a critic, not on! 
becauſe Wetſtein has neglected to uſe a great part of 
Pengel's materials, but alſo becauſe in thoſe extratsÞ 
which Wetſtein has copied from Bengel, errata may 
have taken place, which can be corrected only by refer 
ring to the original edition. It is likewiſe indiſpenſabk 
on the following account: Bengel quotes the authoritie 
that are in favour of the text, as well as thoſe whict 
are in favour of the various readings, whereas Wetftey 
quotes only the latter, and leaves the reader therefore 1 
a ſtate of uncertainty, whether the reading of the text 
{ſupported by the authority of a hundred manuſcripts, 0 
by no authority whatſoever 55, 

From Bengel's Greek Teſtament have been prints 
ſeveral ſmaller editions, in which the critical apparat 
is left out: but this was republiſhed in 1763, after i 
death of the author, with thoſe alterations, additio 
and anſwers to objections, which he had left in man 
{cript, under the title of Apparatus criticus ad Nou 
Teſtamentum; which title includes more than int 


firſt edition, in which the title of Apparatus vas e 0 
5 ö ang 
His own words are as follows, Non ſolum Auguſtanos ſeptem,! b. A 
zantinum, Hirſaugienſem, Moſcuenſem, Uffenbachianos duos 4 of Þ 
codices contuli, quos duodecim Cenſura memorat. Sunt praterete allein 
leenſes tres, Bodleianus unus apud Waltonum, Camerarianus, Pi 
fianus apud Gagnæum, Gehlianus, Pariſinus unus apud Simon part 
Wolfiani duo, complures apud L. Vallam, et J. Fabrum Stapulel Again 


fragmenta alia et excerpta, quæ Millio et Kuſtero intacta in ap Med to 
meo congeſſi. Antiquiſſimæ et longe graviſſimæ tranſationi La 
tantundem facile operæ dicavi, quantum ipſi textui Græco. ACC? 
verſionis Copticæ et Armenæ, in libris N. T. a Millio hac A. 
termiſſis, a celeberrimo La Croze rogatu meo reviſis, et us alia 
tonum patrumque ſupplementa. Appar. crit. p. 6 56. ed. 2 


ſmetin. 
Ned: fo 
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to the collection of readings alone. In the ſecond edi- 
ton, Bengel has not paid ſufficient attention to the ob- 
ietions of his opponents, and he has let errors remain 
which they had pointed out; for inſtance, Rev. xy 6. 
compared with Wetſtein's Prolegomena, p. 161. n. 1 2. 
But perhaps he would have made more alterations than 
what he left written 1n the margin of his book, if he had 
led to fuperintend the new edition himſelf. | 

{ cannot conclude the account of Bengel's edition 
nchout mentioning the principal perſons who wrote 


ne 
1th 
ent 
Uke 
only 
rt Ol 
moo 


may 8 a 
refer -— , 2 for che attacks, which were made on him 
mo oy the literate, neither merited the notice of Bengel, 
ori. deſerve to be mentioned here. Wolt has in his 


ne made ſeveral objections to Bengel in reſpect to the 
kexelation of St. John, and Baumgarten has done the 
me in his Examen variantium lectionum in epiſtola 
obi; to whom Bengel has replied in the ſecond edi- 
dn of his Apparatus. My father in his Tractatio critica 
varus lectionibus N. T. has made ſeveral objections 
dhe opinions, which Bengel entertained of the Codex 
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gel had made in regard to the Syriac verſion. This 
de rite to a controverſy, which was conducted with 
at coolnels, and by no means affected the friendſhip 
t lubfiſted between the two parties. Whoever wiſhes 
nine the arguments, which were advanced on both 
a may conſult Bengelii tractatio critzca de ſinceritate 
3 _ tuenda, cum adſperſis hic illic ab editore 

ano Benedicto Michaelis annotatiunculis. Halæ, 


ſeptem, 0. 7 Adv E 

Fas 11 b 1 warm adverſary, and among the warm adver- 
e = by far the mot able, was the celebrated 
ao” n. This eminent critic uſed frequently in the 


2 , : 
part of his life to break out in expreſſions of vio- 


Simom 5 
gan” tazanit Bengel, which he would certainly have been 
a inf ned to commit to writing; but even in his writings 
jationi 1 un of him with no inconſiderable warmth. Vet 
my apa cenfures, where he ought to have com- 
"nn. ike. 7. inſtance, p. x57. of his Prolegomena, he 


Mes B . . . 
engel of having in ſeveral inſtances altered his 


ed. 203. 
G is. = : 
EE9 opinion; 


andrinus, and he corrected ſeveral miſtakes, which © 
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wy 


opinion”; as if it were a diſgrace to an author to enlarge 
his views during the progreſs of his work, and as if he 
had not done it himſelf in the period that elapſed be- 


tween the publication of his firſt Prolegomena, and his 
edition of the Greek Teſtament, or between the time, 
when he formed his original plan, and the publication 
of his ſirſt Prolegomena. What Wetſtein wrote againſt 
Bengel is contained partly in the Bibliotheque raiſonnee, 
partly in the Prolegomena to the firſt part of his Greek 
Teſtament, p. 156—170. To the objections made in 
the former, Bengel replied in his Defenſio N. T. Grec 
Tubingæ editi, which was publiſhed in 1737; but! 
know of no reply, that has been given to the objection 
made 1n the latter. Notwithſtanding the violence, which 
Wetſtein has diſplayed in his attacks upon Bengel, je 
he was a man of ſuch profound learning, that his objec 
tions deſerve to be carefully examined. They relat 
either to errors of judgement, or miſtakes in matters 
fact; but the number of the latter is ſo inconſidenbe 
that the credit of Bengel's collection of various reading 
in point of accuracy, has rather gained than loſt by t 
controverſy. Every man engaged in a work of conſde 
able extent is expoſed to the danger of error, and, thoug 
I have never examined the quotations of Wetſtein ul 
the ſame attention, as he has done thoſe of Bengel 
could eaſily produce a greater number of miſtakes fro 
Wetſtein's edition, than Wetſtein has produced from 
of Bengel. 5 

15. I come now to the celebrated edition of Jol 
James Wetſtein, which, of all the editions of the Gre 
Teſtament, is the moſt important, and the molt nec 
ſary to thoſe, who are engaged in ſacred criticin. f 
the exegetical uſe of this edition J have treated 1 
in the laſt ſection of the fourth chapter: at 3 p 
confine myſelf to the critical part of it, and 7 
only in reference to the text of the Greek Tel 


: : in excule 
and its various readings. The reader wall 2 


* 9 — ©s . . . 2 jem cl 
m Non maturi judicii eſt, ſed inconſtantiæ et levitatis ſpec P 


SY R it, &c. 
guod Bengelius in altero Prodromo a priore longe receſſit, 
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rolixity on this ſubject, not only becauſe Wetſtein's 
(dition is of the utmoſt importance, but becauſe its cri- 
(cal merits, during ſome time after its publication, were 
« thoroughly underſtood. It was impoſſible from the 
ature of the work itſelf, that the reviewers, who no- 
ced it in their literary journals on its firſt appearance, 
bould have ſuſficient knowledge of the ſubject; and no- 
ng lefs than the conſtant uſe of it during many years 


puld enable us to {peak with any tolerable preciſion of a 


de e, which contains a much greater number of read- 
Gre rs, than the edition by Mill, (though he had given 
hut Heady thirty thouſand) and which, in conſequence of the 


umerous authorities, by which the various readings are 


ported, contains above a million of quotations. 
el, 1 {ugh it ſeems uſeleſs to inquire, whether a col- 
obe er of various readings is orthodox, or heterodox, 


ce the one may have as good eyes, as deep learning, 
das much honeſty, as the other; yet in the caſe of 


ttcrs 08 
efiein, it is neceflary to take ſome notice of his re- 


lerabe 


aug ess opinions. For if he acted unfairly in concealing 
by tb bnaments on points of religion, a ſuſpicion might 
onbde e fat he ated alſo unfairly in the ſtatement of his 
hou ende for the various readings of the Greek Teſta- 
ein ae. This fubject is really of great importance, for as 
engel, rd part perhaps of the manuſcripts, which he quotes, 
bes oe been collated by no one but himſelf, he is fo far 


only evidence, and we muſt rely entirely on his au- 


from | 
My. It may be aſked then, 1"4 Whether he has 


of ]0 ſec bis manuſcripts either falſely or imperſectly, in 
he Gret G to eſtabliſh his own religious opinions? 2%, whe- 
oft nc us diligence and accuracy have been ſuch, that we 


lm. at all times depend upon thema? 5 

d abo be firſt of theſe queſtions I ſhould make no ſcruple 

ent [iN ter in the negative, and to pronounce that Wet- 

-onficer L in bis character of a critic is perfectly honeſt. For 

"eſtameh 1 Principal paſſages of the New Teſtament relative 

>xcule KS 0 Divinity of Chriſt, in which no various reading 
proll 1 Quoted by former critics, Wetſtein has likewiſe 


ue f 1 
Cu none j though many of the adverſaries of that 
7 8 4 doctrine 


ciem pi 
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doctrine have endeavoured to help themſelves by cri 


a no 
conjecture. The two paſſages, to which I allude, «xi; 
John i. 1. and Rom. ix. 5. in which a pious zeal mig 
have induced a critic, who was not an impartial lor WM te: 
the truth, to have confirmed the two conjectures of t will 
Socinians, xx; Sev nv o AoYes, and wy o er. i! Yin, þ Pro 
quoting falſe evidence in its favour; but Wetſtein is = on 
fectly free from this reproach, and the ſoundneſs of his ings 
tical judgement induced him to reject even the conjedur þ 
themſelves. But his explanation® of the two pailage ſer 
partial in a very high degree; and in the laſt paſſage e! 
has made uſe of a fineſſe, that is inconſiſtent with han ton 
and integrity, in placing his explanation, not ami nu 


the notes at the bottom of the page, to which it pt 
perly belongs, but among the various readings”. ni 
is all that can be laid to his charge; and if he has gH e 
no falſe quotations in paſſages, where he had point 
doctrine to eſtabliſh, we have no reaſon to ſuſpect 
in Fer of leſs importance, 
With reſpect to the ſecond queſtion, whether N 
ſtein has been ſufficiently diligent and accurate in 
lating his manuſeripts, and in his edition of the Gn 
Teſtament in general, it will appear from the examp 
which I ſhall produce, that we have leſs reaſon to 
2 nou IeIr | 


» God who is over all be bleſſed for ever, is the explanati Itter 
Wetſtein, who underſtands it not of Chriſt but of the Father; 
ſupport of his explanation quotes ſeveral paſſages from the fathers 
deny that o 574 warrwr Jo relates to Chriſt. He quotes allo the 
brated paſlage of Julian, 70% = Ino ouTs IIavacs tro. £4740 
oUTE Mar Gtoe, ovTe Mæęxos, * NN o xevgos lane. He conc 

therefore that both Julian, and the fathers, whom he quotes, muk 


explained this paſſage in a manner different from that in which # J: at 
plain it. Now this proof amounts to nothing; for though the en . 
of Julian, as well as that of the fathers, is af. importance, whe Mich þ 


queſtion relates to the readings of the Greek Teſtament, becauſe 
authenticity muſt be determined by the force of evidence; Je 
explanation of a paſſage, and eſpecially that given by Julian, cal 
admitted in determining a point of ſimple criticiſm. Wetftein 
fore makes uſe of the diſhoneſt fineſſe of quoting explanations *. | 
Variæ lectiones, which muſt be determined not by opinions, ploy, 
facts. ; 
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. 


Xt szor. I. Editions of the Gr. Teſſament. 473 


ounce him faultleſs, than in regard to the firſt queſ- 
tion. 


ic 


E, A 

mig Wetſtein's Greek Teſtament was publiſhed at Am- 
wer e berdam in 1751 and 1752, in two volumes folio. 1 
of hi will divide the deſcription of it into three heads. 1. The 


Prolegomena. 2. The text, with the propoſed altera- 
tions of the editor. 3. The collection of various read- 


'£9% U 
be 


bing. 

jectur He firſt publiſhed his Prolegomena in 1730, at Am- 
Yages terdam, in 4% without mentioning his name, under 
lage de following title. Prolegomena ad N. T. Græci edi- 
\ honofMMWtionem accuratiſſimam e vetuſtiſſimis codicibus M88. 
ami emo procurandam: in quibus agitur de codicibus MSS. 
h UN. T., ſcriptoribus Græcis, qui N. T. uſi fuerunt, ver- 
53 onbus veteribus, editionibus prioribus, et claris inter- 
has g rubus; et proponuntur animadverſiones et cautiones 


examen variarum lectionum N. T. neceſſariæ. Theſe 
I 1 ö * .* , » . 

rolcgomena were afterwards printed with his Greek 
eſtmment, with ſeveral alterations. For the arrange- 


points 
ſpect 


her N nent 13 different, many important paragraphs are added, 
ite in dd the opinions, which the author had entertained, are 
the Grip fone places changed. This is highly commendable. 


exam 
ſon top 
nou 


. * 3 IT 

de manuſcripts, which were divided in the firſt edition 
| tus Prolegomena into feveral claſſes, according to 
wr antiquity, and the characters, in which they are 


been, ere in the ſecond edition divided into only two 
ather ; us, thoſe in the firſt claſs being denoted by letters, 
e fathers, e n the ſecond by figures; the arrangement of the 
s alſo the 8 


anuſcripts in each claſs is likewiſe different. This 


4nd EV ν. 5 . Ke £ ' © 
ders it difficult to find in the firſt edition a manu- 


He conc 
tes mt deſcribed in the ſecond, which is ſometimes neceſ- 
n which ad at the fame time excites a ſuſpicion that Wet- 
zgh the * _ many miſtakes, in altering the old marks, by 
* KM he denoted his manuſcripts in the firſt edition, to 


dence ; Jet 


E Which he adopted in the ſecond, for in ſo dry and 
an employment it was almoſt impoſſible to avoid 


alan, os um 

Wetftzin | — errors. And when I confider that theſe ar- 
ations "i * in which the underſtanding is wholly un- 
eren ed, were to be changed in ſeveral hundred thou- 


ſand 
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ſand inſtances, it appears to me that the alteration muf 
have produced a great number of errata, not only in the 
Prolegomena, but alto among the various readings. Per- 
haps thoſe who were perſonally acquainted with Wetſtein, 
and knew his method of proceeding, might communica 
ſome information, that would do away our appichenfions 
on this ſubject ; and it is principally with this view, that 
have mentioned it at preſent, becauſe if the fame douhts 
aroſe a hundred years hence, it might be impoſſible to 
obtain a ſatisfactory anſwer . 

No man will deny that Wetſtein's Prolegomena di. 
cover protound erudition, critical penetration, and an 
intimate acquaintance with the Greek manuſcripts. | 
is a work, which in many reſpects has given a new tum 
to ſacred criticiſm, and no man engaged in that ſtudy 
can diſpenſe with it. Wherever Wetſtein has delvcrd 
his ſentiments reſpecting a Greek manuſcript, which bg 
has done leſs frequently than Mill, and indeed lebs tre 
quently than we could have wiſhed, he ſhews himſcd 
an experienced and ſagacious critic. He is likewiſe mor 
conciſe than Mill, in delivering his opinion, and does no 
ſupport it by producing ſo great a number of reading 
from the manuſcript in queſtion. This concilenc6! 
the conſequence of that warmth and haſte, which wel 
peculiar to Wetſtein's character, and which have ſome 
times given birth to miſtakes. The fire of his dilpoitidl 
was likewiſe the cauſe of his advancing conjectures, ! 
regard to the hiſtory of his manuſcripts, which excce 
the bounds of probability. But the critical rules, wi 
he has delivered, are perfectly juſt ; and in this relpe 
there is a remarkable agreement between him an K 
eminent predeceſſors, Mill and Bengel. In regard ro d 
Latin verſion alone they appear to differ, which in * 
and Bengel has powerful, and, perhaps, partial a 
cates, but in Wetſtein a ſevere and ſagacious judge, " 
ſometimes condemns it without a cauſe. The on 
manuſcripts, which confirm the readings of the Vulgal 
and which he ſuppoſed had been corrupted from 1, 


of courſe condemned with equal ſeverity : and * 
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ions of various readings, which had been made by 
tholics, he made no ſcruple to pronounce a forgery, 
mos, Timeo Danaos, et dona ferentes. But in conſe- 
ence of his antipathy to the Vulgate, his collection 
f rarious readings is leſs perfect, than it might have 
deen. . 
Dr. Semler deſerves the thanks of the public, for hav- 
vo publiſhed in an octavo volume the Prolegomena of 
Fetſtein, and enriched them with his own notes. He 
ls inimical to the readings of the Vulgate than Wet- 
lin, and the oppoſition, which the reader will find be- 
een the text and the notes, will enable him to exa- 
ne the queſtion on both ſides, and therefore bring 
im nearer to the truth. | 
lt was Wetſtein's original intention to print the text 
| is Greek Teſtament ſrom the Codex Alexandrinus, 
Ir in the early part of his life he ſubſcribed to the gene- 
opinion, in regard to the ſuppoſed uncommon excel- 
ice of this manuſcript. But, as his prejudice 1n favour 
t abated, he abandoned his deſign, which was before 
 quitted Baſel, His adverſaries accuſed him of fickle- 
bon this account; but he ought rather to be com- 
aded for having diſcovered errors in his former opi- 
bos, and acknowledging them to the public. He was 
cmards the very perſon, through whom the Codex 
Randrinus loſt ſo much of its credit; but perhaps he 
Fat too far in depreciating this manuſcript, becauſe it 
b readings which agree with the Latin verſion. 
Having given up the deſign of printing the Codex 
andrinus, he reſolved to eſtabliſh a text formed on 
authority of the moſt ancient and moſt valuable ma- 
| pts. It is probable, as will appear in the ſequel, 
4 the alterations, which he would have made in the 
mon text, would not have been very conſiderable : 
5% he was ſuſpected of entertaining Socinian princi- 
5 = the world might have ſuppoled that his chief 
4 _ to propagate his own religious opinions, 1t 
A quetted, if I nuſtake not, by the Arminians them- 
sn tat he would make no alterations whatſoever. 
This 
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was not miſtaken. But he is not to be defended inf 


the following title: Novum Teſtamentum Gre 
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This advice he very prudently followed, and printed th 
text of his Greek Teſtament, as it ſtands in the comms 
editions, under the title Novum Teſtamentum Græcu 
editions receptæ. The alterations, which he intend 
to have made, he pointed out partly in the text ith 
by a mark denoting a propoſed omiſſion, partly in th 
ſpace which is between the text and the various read 
ings, in which he noted thoſe readings, which he pr 
ferred to the common text. The number of theſe py 
poſed alterations is very moderate, and they are alu 
ſupported by good authority. I have often wonder 
therefore that Wetſtein is ſuch an advocate for cite 
conjecture, as he has never preferred a reading, that r 
upon conjecture without the evidence of a manuſen 
to that of the common text. 

It was reaſonable to ſuppoſe, that he would not be whol 
impartial in the paſſages, which relate to the divinity 
Chriſt. But he has in no inſtance gone ſo far, as 
alter a reading from conjecture, though in paſlages, | 
which various readings could be found, he has cho 
that, from which no proof can be drawn of the dodrl 
in queſtion. The celebrated paſſage 1 John v. 7. i! 
lieved to be ſpurious, for which he has affigned bis! 
ſons at full length: and I believe that in this pont 


ferring Ts Kugis to rs ®es, Acts xx. 28. and « engel 
Jos ePavrewhn, 1 Tim. iii. 16. the common reading 
which two paſſages is defended by Baumgarten, in! 
Vindiciz vocis Se, 1 Tim. ili. 16. and by Erneſti n! 
Specimen caſtigationum Wetſtenu *?. 

The alterations, which Wetſtein propoſed, hare 
received into the text of an edition of the Greek Te 
ment publiſhed by Bowyer, the learned printer, und 


fidem Græcorum ſolum codicum MSS. nunc pil 
expreſſum, adſtiputante Joanne Jacobo Wetſtenio, 
ſectiones Jo. Alberti Bengelii diviſum, et nova ” 
punctione ſæpius illuſtratum. Acceſſere in alter 
mine emendationes conjecturales virorum _— 
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cunque collectæ. Londini, curi, typis et ſumptibus 
. 3.1763. The words, which he propoſed to omit, 
ithout ſubſtituting others in their ſtead, are retained in 
is edition, but incloſed in brackets. In the ſecond 
plume, p. 464—47 5: is a catalogue of thoſe readings 
opted by Wetſtein, which differ from the text of Mill's 
tion, or, which is the {ime thing, the third edition 
Robert Stephens. If we except the book of Revela- 
bn, in which the alterations are ſo numerous, that 
yer has not included them in his catalogue, they 
out to only three hundred and thirty-four, which is 
ery moderate number, when we conſider that many 
them relate to niceties of no great importance, and 
it many of the reſt are found in other editions. It 
jy be obſerved, that Bowyer has neglected to note in 
catalogue 1 John v. 7. which Wetſtein rejected as 
nous, but in the text itſelf he has not neglected to 
lude it in brackets. | 
Wetſtein's collection of various readings, which to a 
is the moſt valuable part of his publication, far 
Wiles the collections of Mill and Bengel: and Wet- 
L has not only produced a much greater quantity of 
iter than his predeceſſors, but has likewiſe corrected 
miſtakes. The extracts from manuſcripts, verſions, 
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is point | — 

ar printed editions of the Greek Teſtament, which had 
ock quoted by Mill, are generally * quoted by Wetſtein. 
reading never Wetſtein had no new extracts from the ma- 


Fs quoted by Mill, or had no opportunity of exa- 
aß them himſelf, he copied literally from Mill; but 
derer Mill has quoted from printed editions, as from 
Tin of Robert Stephens's for inſtance, or from 
don Polyglot, Wetſtein did not copy from Mill, 


ten, N in | 
rneſti 101 


, haxe be 
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inter, W my the original ſource, as appears from his hay- 
Gree 5b ed many miſtakes in Mills quotations. It 
unc pr e wiſhed however that Wetſtein had examined 


 Wotation made by Mill, and had retained every 


+Qent0, | 
then! 5 b Wh 


nova in ich he found to be accurate. For it is certain 

altero 0 * | | ". .. "What 
| orum 0 a denerally quoted, b — 2 . . 1 F 
_ kn as not ecauie it will appear in the ſequel that 


done it always, 
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that Wetſtein has omitted many of Mill's quotations, in 
which 1t does not appear that Mill was miſtaken; and 
of ſome of them I can confidently aſſert, from my ownex ne 
perience, that they are perfectly right. The Barberini and Wa 
Veleſian readings Wetſtein has deſignedly omitted; adi 
the Vulgate he has quoted leſs frequently than Mil, pro 


alſo ſome other verſions, and the works of the father int 
Even the Greek manuſcripts, which he himſelf collate fr: 
he has often neglected to quote for readings, which Mme. 
had produced from the ſame manuſcripts? I will of nu! 
deny that in moſt of theſe ' inſtances Mill might be 
been miſtaken, and that Wetſtein omitted his quotaia itter 


becauſe they were erroneous. But is it not poſſibl Mun 
Wetſtein himſelf was ſometimes miſtaken, and that 
overlooked readings, which Mill had accurately quor:iſoti 
Wetſtein had ſo much fire in his character, that he col 
hardly avoid being ſometimes too precipitate : and, o 
it will appear from the examples which I ſhall po 
that he collated in a negligent manner, it is reafonabYfMſſ'ss c 
to conclude that as Mill was often miſtaken on the H egle. 
hand, ſo Wetſtein was not ſeldom miſtaken on the oth 
It would have been of great ſervice, if in thoſe caks, 
which Wetſtein omits what Mill had quoted, he Ye 
made uſe of ſome mark to denote that Mill was muſtake n 
We ſhould then be certain whether he omitted a _l Ulery 
ing by accident or defign, and ſhould readily give ci 
to his declaration; but fince he has uſed no ſuch mah 
I know of no other method of determining the queſt S, 
with any accuracy, than to make a collection of al WF Ke. 
readings in Mill's Greek Teſtament, which are omi 
in that of Wetſtein, and to have recourſe to the 078 
documents, from which they are quoted, in order of ito, 
termine, whether they are actually there, or not 


The readings which Mill had quoted from pg ould r 


editid 


— 


v See my Curz in Actus Apoſtolorum Syriacos, 9 vii, in the 


on Acts vii. 29. xii. 14. Xiil. 1. xvi. 22. 37+ Xvili. 8. xix. 18. 27. . 
To which I will add another inſtance, Luke xxiv. 18. 2 
neglected to quote the various reading 16 for , on which Bens 

be conſulted. Here then Wetſtein is hardly to be defended 
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| neous, and augmented where they were deficient 
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editions, ancient verſion 
J 18, and the works ä 
have been corrected by Wetſtein where ” power a 
2 CITO- 
Ane 1 gr _=_ extracts from the ning 
: and the extracts, which B irſt 
; en 
age from ſev eral Greek manuſcripts, he 2 
5 own collection; but here he has been gull 5" 
everal omiſſions, for inſtance a reading in Luke : = xy 
pg in the preceding note **. Many Gres * 0 
eee had e e eee, collated ho a 
at or procured freſh 3 5 
* . i extracts from his , 
ed i 1 e extracts from a 3 
umber, 1 before his time had 
Nor b | ad never been coll: 
gs to quote the critical TS 
thers, tho1 1as not ventured | ; 
wo n | to make a 
4 = 9 the (ek thoſe which had ae e 
. In ſhort, he has performe 
15 , s performed more 
15 3 put together. But whether Wetten 
erf manuſcripts with ſufficient accuracy, and 
nes a 8 ung worthy of notice, is a coals ; thas 
examined. Thoſe only, who reſide where 


the manuſcri 
* mag themſelves are preſerved, can decide with 
Þ ni vpn i bac Te 
ta, which are actually in our hands, the ma 
- 1 


uleript x 58 
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who has omitted them by hundreds, in one and the 
ſame book. | . 

2. That Wetſtein has even omitted readings of the 
Syriac verſion, which Mill had accurately quoted: fo 
inſtance, Acts ii. 1 5. xiv. 13. XX. 97. I will add at 
preſent two other examples. The words of the Syria 
tranſlator Acts viii. 21. are z Cao, as if lie had 
found in the Greek copy, from which he tranſlated, & 7 
T3544 raurn, inſtead of the common reading e r ay 
Ter» : and, as the ſame reading is expreſſed in the Arabic 
verſion publiſhed by Erpenius, it muſt have been a ven 
early reading of the Syriac verſion. Mill rightly quoted 
© oude xAngos ev Ty wist rain, Syr. Ambrofius ; and © 
A, rurp, de enges £ Ty Wires Taury. Conſtit. Apoſtol, 
L. VI. cap. 7.” But all this is omitted by Wetſtein. 
In another difficult paſſage, Acts viii. 26. he quotes the 
Syriac verſion inaccurately, ſaying that it omits aurn en 
zp1pa0c, Which it does not, for it expreſſes on the deſert 
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ae 
way, which leadeth from Jerufalem to Gaza“. If he alings 
has acted as negligently in regard to his Greek manu- gen 
ſcripts, moſt of which he had only a ſhort time in his Upate 
hands, we muſt conclude that in many of thoſe example, WM (cr 
in which Wetſtein has tacitly omitted what Mill haf true 
quoted, that the fault is not on the fide of Mill, but on; bu 
Wetſtein. | Koriti 
To collate the New Syriac verſion, Wetſtein took 3 5 th 
journey to England; We are indebted to him oY Mil: 
pains which he has taken; and, as he did not 8 * Ming 
take to give complete extracts from it, we muſt be 7 | Tra 
fied with what he actually performed. But Ridle) 2 tt, ut 
obſerved, that even of thele extracts, as well from ic} ſar 
xt, as from the margin, many are inaccurate Nenn. 
8 I have obſerved Wt that Wetſtein's _— * 0 We 
the Vulgate are very incomplete. It is true that b 1 
no friehd to the Latin verſion ; but though he hl . 


— | . ino after he 1ad 
right to paſs judgement upon a reading, alte! 1 
e — evidence on both ſides, yet impartiali Fray, & 


8 | ard what- 
quired that he ſhould leave no evidence unheard, = 
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get opinion he himſelf entertained of it. He has omitted 
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Ads v. 4. though it is noticed by many, even among the 
tmmentarors. Another inſtance is Acts 11. 19. og av 
Mrs 24604, where we find in the Vulgate ut cum vene- 
nt tempora: the Greek manuſcript therefore, from 
uch that verſion was made, muſt have had eav, inſtead 
fa”. Now if eav were the genuine reading, it would 
ter the whole conſtruction ; for the words that, when 
e times of refreſhing are come,” would then form a 
(ntfs, and the words © he ſhall ſend Jeſus Chriſt,” the 
odoſis? ; though this is not the conſtruction of the 
ſlgate, which in this paſſage is devoid of meaning. 
atullian has © ut ſuperveniant; the Latin verſion there- 
Ie, which he uſed, muſt have been made by a tran- 
Mor, who joined av to eAVwss;, and read orws averuos. 
le Codex Cantabrigienſis has owws e ο⁰ν,; which is 

lated from the Latin ſupervemiant 7*. Now of theſe 
kings, Wetſtein quotes only that of the Codex Can- 


an- rents, though Mill has quoted ut cum from the 
in his igne , and 27 from Tertullian. The other example 
0p1e5 Cor. xii. 11. where ſeveral authorities omit id. Now 
bal true, that Wetſtein has taken notice of the omiſ- 


u but he has neglected to mention that among theſe 
düonties are the Syriac and the Vulgate 7%. This neg- 


Mil and Bengel, but Wetſtein himſelf quotes Beza 


wy "Ing approved of the omiſſion of 1x ; and Beza, in 
e lat note, to which he alludes, ſays Vetus interpres non 
ley has ut nec 8 | ibi 

ut nec Syrus nec Arabs interpres, ut mihi plane 


* borum duorum id et n unum eſſe alterius 
Mema. | 


m | MT OH, . 
"_ Vf Wetſteiny's imperfect extracts from the Arabic and 
bade | Ethiopic 
he had \ before %FortAy would make the apodoſis, and be a Hebraiſm; 
alt fe- * Nurs X2189% ava vziws ano Weoowns Ts Kg, xa (tum) 
what- 1 Len. It is true that this reading is attended with gramma- 


"as | f 
cuties, and 1 do not believe that is the true reading; yet it 


E de noted, as it is not᷑ impoſſible that ear might be found 
3 if they were accurately examined. 
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b the more inexcuſable, as it is not only mentioned 
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Ethiopic verſions, and of his neglecting to quote fro 
the Armenian verſion the remarkable reading in AM td 
vi. 9. which I mentioned ch. vu. $. 20. I take no notid 
becauſe Wetſtein did not collate theſe verſions himſe 
See his Prolegomena, p. 111. and Vol. II. p. 454. 

But I cannot paſs over an example, in which Wet 
has not only neglected to quote what Eraſmus had aſſe 
ed of ſome Latin manuſcripts, but has quoted the Sy 
verſion inaccurately, though it 1s a paſſage, which pa 
cularly deſerves the attention of a critic. It is Ads vii. 4 
where the martyr Stephen quotes from the prophet A 
{etT0Iiw ves emexewva Babuawos, a reading, which di ur 
both from the Hebrew and the Septuagint. Now E 
mus, in his note to this paſſage, ſays, in nonnullis exe 
plaribus reperi mutatum fraus in in. Wetſtein has ta 
no notice of this, which however is not a very mate 
fault, becauſe the printed editions of the Vulgate 
trans; and it ſhews only that Wetſtein's extracts 
Eraſmus are incomplete. In the ſame place he likeynclti 
neglects to mention what Mill had quoted from Mn \ 
Ethiopic verſion, and Wechel's edition; in the form or: 
which the whole reading is omitted, and in the latter tex 
emexewe BaCuAuvog, is emexeiva Aupacts'', And inſtea N of 
quoting theſe authorities, which he ought not to Much h 
neglected, he has quoted the Syriac verſion, which 


ought to have omitted, becauſe it does not differ By 46; i 


the common Greek. The Syriae is d > >, vl: 
exactly correſponds to ren BaR]⁰ : but Wet un, 
in his hurry obſerved only O, overlooking the impfen 
word U, which entirely alters the ſenſe, and has q 3 
en as the reading of the Syriac '*. And as he has (00... 


the ſame reading from the New Syriac, it is prob 
that he is equally miſtaken in regard to that ve 
This is the man, whoſe diligence and accurac) has 
ſo extolled, that, when I took the liberty, in Ee 
his Greek Teſtament in the Relationes de Lbri 
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denian 
*, dudu 
Ulzriby 
tradit 


0 © * al f 
to cenſure his explanation of ſeveral patios, * | oe" 
of ſuch, as relate to the Divinity of Chriſt, hi w I 
were extremely offended, and challenged me wy 0 fupina 
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zfngle critical miſtake. I confeſs, that at that time I 
had no idea of their being ſo numerous; nor did I call 
nqueſtion the accuracy of his various readings, till I 
ud diſcovered ſo many examples of negligence, which 
he preſented themſelves unſought 7”. 
The fame negligence is obſervable in Wetſtein's quo- 
tions from the fathers. l would not inſiſt that a col- 
kftor of various readings ſhould paſs over none, that are 
bund in the works of the fathers : but we may reaſon- 
bly expect, that he ſhould omit none, which his pre- 
&ceflors have already quoted, when their quotations are 
Xcurate; and that he ſhould give complete extracts 
bom the works of ſuch fathers, as have commented on 
mole books of the New Teſtament. But Wetſtein 
s done neither; and even from the commentary of 
ſheophyla&t on the Acts of the Apoſtles, which he 
ts (Vol. II. p. 454.) of having accurately collated, 
g gives very imperfect extracts. This was obſerved by 
teſti, p. 8, 9. of his Specimen caſtigationum in Wet- 
n Novum Teſtamentum *. I can ſpeak likewiſe from 
Y own experience; for having had occaſion to collate 
le text of Theophylact, when I read lectures on the 
ts of the Apoſtles, I compared it with the extracts, 
ch had been given by Wetſtein, and found them ex- 


tremely 

Ads i. 18. non notavit, dignum autem erat notatu, Laurentium 

num ad Theophylactum in Acta in margine notare, antiquiſſimum 

Wplum, quo uſus ſit, pro rNaxnor habuiſſe Me, quod eſt a AnxiCuy 

N erbo.—Atqui in Prolegomenis ad Acta, p. 454. diſerte tradit illud 

phyla exemplum, quod per Sifanum Coloniz curatum eſt, cum 

"one recepta accurate ſe contuliſſe.—Cap, ii. 9. commemorat conjec- 

x Eraſmi Schmidii, aliorumque recentiorum nomen lz9z:ay tentan- 

a. Wid erat, quare negligeret Tertulliani et Auguſtini lectionem, 

enam, quum non ut de conjectura, ſed ut e libris hauſtam po- 

cudum Millio et Bengelio notatam? Quare non Isdatar abeſſe in 

Wlaribus Theophylacti ?—Cap. xv. 10. ad verba vv & Ts mTHgagire 

| 3 Wa et Bengelio placere vocem Oe omitti. Quanto gra- 

4 5 Hieronymi nequamquam tacenda auctoritas, qui hoc 

ns un Comment. in Epiſt. ad Galat. v. i. omittit, ita verba 

5 r. tentatis, inquit, jugum imponere ?* quod notatum Ben- 
* neghgentia prætermiſſum eſt. | 
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tremely defective. In the ſeven- firſt chapters alone 4th 
have remarked thirty-two readings, which Wetſtein ha tht 
omitted : he has therefore omitted nearly as many, ſtein 
he has quoted. That my readers may not ſuppoſe tha hs 
theſe thirty-two readings relate merely to trifles, I will ton 
mention a few examples in the note*: and it is cer den 
tain that Wetſtein himſelf conſidered the greateſt pad varia 
of them as important, appears from the circumſtanc Gree! 
| 5 the W 
s Ch. ii. 25. In the text of Theophylact is d ps e541, the ſan Teſta 
reading as is found in the Greek Teſtament : but Sifanus has obſerv conſu 
in his note to this paſſage, that Theophylact explains it in his commet Which 
tary, as if he had read not g, but 9. theſe ] 
Ch. iv. 1. Theophylact has reaTos rd iin, inſtead of the comme four o 
reading FeaTnyos Te gg, This is unnoticed by Wetſtein V. but t. 
Ch. vii. 4. Wetſtein has thought proper to quote, from the Compl of wh; 
tenſian edition, and from ſeveral manuſcripts, a reading that is real ahead) 
grammatical error, namely perwxnow®. It is a reading which gi tion 9 
no ſenſe, if it be followed by «vr: yet Wetſtein has neglected to me totally 
tion that avνr is wanting in ſome documents, though it was obſerv terial f 
by Camerarius, But what I have to obſerve at preſent is, that The Ming) | 
phylact has psrwxnoty without avTo, a reading which is perfectly cle b p 
and accurate, yet omitted by Wetſtein. | Ps to 
Ch. vii. 5. inſtead of the common reading xai r oT:gpari, The oy 
phyla& has x To ovzgwa, which totally alters the ſenſe ®, don 
Ch. vii. 6. our common editions have xt J8Awo20w auv7o, rai U ted th 

ewo2gw, where there are only two verbs; but in the correſponde Guſe [ 

paſſage of the Septuagint, Gen, xv. 13. there are three verbs, zai a tif y 


XNYOBOW GUTO, XAL OBAWOEOW UTE, XA TARNWOBTW aur. Thi Men fr 
phyla& found likewiſe three verbs in his Copy of the Adts of the Ap ot cont 
tles, though they are different from thoſe in the Septuagiut, #4 d. ally fre 
GE0w auT0, XuAL THERIWTETI RUTO, XA KAKNTYO Kcuſe N 

Wetſtein is equally negligent in his quotations from Theophylact 
the other books of the New Teſtament. 

1 Cor. vii. 16. „n is a various reading to e, pn. This is noted 
Wetſtein, but he has not quoted Theophylact, though the Greek fatl 
is very diffuſe in his account of it. It is true that he rejects it as ſpurt 
as Mill has obſerved “. 

x Cor. viii. 11. Theophyla& obſerves expreflly, that Chryſoſtom 
£76 TH Bewoei, inftead of the common reading #75 71 1149% [ 
noted by Mill and Bengel, but omitted by Wetſtein, though on 
ing is ancient, important, and certainly quoted by Chrylotom *+ 
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tat he has quoted them from other documents. Wet- 
eins negligence is here the more inexculable, as Sifanus 
us noted in the margin thoſe paſſages, which differ 
om the common text of the Greek Teſtament. If 
then he was ſo negligent, where it was ſo eaſy to diſcover 
miations, what muſt we expect of his extracts from 
Greek manuſcripts ? | ON 
Wetſtein's extracts from printed editions of the Greek 
Teſtament I have never examined, except that I have 
conſulted the Complutenſian edition for thoſe readings, 
wich Saubert quotes from the Codex Ravianus. Of 
theſe J have diſcovered fix that are omitted by Wetſtein: 
four of them relate indeed to trifles of grammar only, 
but the other two relate to the tranſpoſition of words, 
« which Wetſtein has generally taken notice. I have 
rady obſerved that his extracts from the Geneva edi- 
on of 1620 are very imperfect, and in ten examples 
wally falſe : but I will not confider this as a very ma- 
tral fault, as the edition of Geneva is not one of the 
ncipal editions of the Greek Teſtament, and was per- 
laps for that reaſon leſs accurately collated by Wetſtein. 
Of Wetſtein's extracts from Greek manuſcripts, which 
ie alone has collated, or which he has more fully col- 
ted than his predeceſſors, I am unable to judge, be- 
tal | have not acceſs to the manuſcripts themſelves. 
it if we may judge from the examples, that have been 


Js, Na. | _ t 

T8 from the Syriac verſion and Theophyla&t, we ſhall 
f the Ay conclude that all his quotations are accurate, eſpe- 
„240 0s Milly from manuſcripts which he collated only once, nor 


teile Mill of inaccuracy, where he has quoted readings, 
Wetſtein has totally omitted. 


eophylacy 


= * far I had written in the edition of 1765. Since 
Greek fatl . ſeveral Paris manuſcripts have been again con- 


55 either in ſingle pages, or ſingle books. The re- 
kel theſe inquiries I have given in the Orient. Bibl., 
rd. refer my readers for further information. Of 
1 _ Coiſlianus 199 Wetſtein ſays, contuli qua 
gentia : yet Profeſſor Storr found, in the four 
eva chapters 
% IV. p. 296, vol. VI. p. 7. Vol. IX. Ne. 151% 


t as ſpurid 
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chapters of the book of Revelation, not leſs than ſere 
teen various readings, that Wetſtein had overlooked 
_ 'Freſchow has likewiſe produced examples in his Te 
tamen, p. 15, 16.; but at the ſame time he apologize 
for Wetſtein. Dr. Leſs found the manuſcripts, whic 
he examined, to have been accurately collated by We 
ſtein. 
5 But a circumſtance remains to be mentioned, whig 
renders Wetſtein's quotations extremely uncertain, 
is poſſible that Wetſtein was not ſufficiently accurate 
arranging his quotations from manuſcripts, and ot 
documents, in proper order, and that he placed in ot 
line, references which belonged to another, a miſtal 
which might eaſily have happened in ſpite of the utmd 
care, where references are made by figures . It is l 


tte ey 
muſt | 
the di 
brevial 
theſe 
Teſtar 
Which 

Ads 1. 
Woe, 

7175 
bo thoſ 
lhe var 
Netſte; 
io a 
Vt, 2 


wile poſſible that he was not ſufficiently accurate in c "1 
recting the work, as it went through the preſs: and Wi, | ” 
the errors of the compoſitor remained uncorrected, i It 
publication like that of Wetſtein's Greek Teſtament, Mm : 
reader 1s led into miſtakes, which it is not in his poy * 1 
to amend. In other works, the errors of the preſs, thou k 
they are certainly defects, may be detected from the g Thin 
neral connexion ; and it is poſſible that ſeveral em alte 
may be found in this Introduction, as I have not dot * 


ſufficient time to correct my own publications **. Ne 


. f us WI 
that ſufficient care was not beſtowed on the correction , 


; te” ; * quote: 
Wetſtein's Greek Teſtament, is evident from the ini A 26 

curacy even of the text itſelf, where it was inn 50 c 
eaſier to detect errors, than among the various read Mads f 


At the beginning of the Acts of the Apoſtles, the 
dreſs Oro is omitted: and in the Prolegomena 


1416 


wor, 


: . Mes NC 
aſcribes wrong figures to his manuſcripts, ſo that 1 ices 01] 
. . . . X 
difficult ſometimes to aſcertain his meaning. | 1 Theſe 
then muſt we expect in the references among ny lented f 
readings, which amount to above a million, ane d let 
| _ IT 
u I have taken notice of an erratum of this kind, where ly 1 we a t. 
for 31, in the ſixth ſection of the Chapter relating to the man cri Ito be w 


the Greek Teſtament, No, 90. | 5 
* See the Note to No, 6. ch. viii. & 6. of this Introduction 
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ke ere, and the patience of the moſt diligent corrector 
m{ ſoon be wearied. Beſides, Wetſtein has increaſed 
te difficulty, by quoting his manuſcripts, not by ab- 
teviations, as Mill had done, but by figures; and even 
ve are different, in the different parts of his Greek 
Tament. The following are inſtances of inaccuracy, 
Mich have occurred to me in the courſe of my reading. 
Aas i. 26. the article à 1s. omitted in the text before 
dr, and ch. vii. 39. ve 15 falſely printed for nuw : 
Ales, which create confuſion in the various readings 
bthoſe words 7. Acts v. 24. there is a reference among 
te various readings, which belongs to a different place. 
Neftein's quotation is, o Te segrvs Ka 0 FEaThVH TE eps, 
bai 04 ab iegels] 08 NIE X&%8 0 F"EaTNYOF vu ib. Verſ. 
In. 2 Maccab. ili. 22. Now the reference 2 Maccab. 
f 22. belongs to the 230. verſe, and ſhould have been 
ned not among the various readings, but in the notes 
t the bottom of the page. For in the 23. verſe is 
led the expreſſion xexAc:opeve ev mary arÞartg, to which 
IMetſtein meant to produce a ſimilar expreſſion from the 
ond book of the Maccabees, namely, J$:a@ouaccev 
ſa Tarn; aoÞannas, Acts vii. 29. the common read- 


ho 1 ov eyewnoey vious duo: but as a various reading to v, 
&- ſtein quotes xai, from his Codex 28. Now this 
g Ni alt be an error of the preſs, for Codex 28 is the Sinai- 


dus, which Mill has not quoted for this reading: but 
quotes the Codex Covelli 3, which is Wetſtein's Co- 
260. And we cannot ſuppoſe that the fault is on 
de fide of Mill, from whom Wetſtein has borrowed his 
nts from theſe two manuſcripts, as appears from his 
en words; for he ſays only that he ſaw them, and 
"Ks no mention of having collated them : * iſtos co- 
es vidi anno 1714 et 1716, : 

Theſe inaccuracies have been very materially aug- 
ited by Wetſtein's mode of notation, who ſubſti- 
ted letters and figures to the abbreviations, which had 
den uſed by Mill: Now if an abbreviation occurs 
de a thouſand times, and each time a certain figure 
o de written for it, it is almoſt impoſſible to avoid 
Hh 4 ſometimes 
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ſometimes writing wrong: even if Wetſtein had mad 
no miſtakes in writing, it was almoſt impoſſible fort 
compoſitor to avoid them in printing; and errar i 
figures, where the eye only can be employed, are ex 
tremely difficult to dete& *®. Laſtly, the alteratio 
which Wetſtein made in the claſſification of his many 
{cripts, muſt have been a ſource of numerous error 
for as he denoted his manuſcripts, in the ſecond edito 
of his Prolegomena, by marks different from thoie, whiꝗ ue nu 
he had uſed in the firſt, he was of courſe obliged ifMnanuſc 
alter all his references, and to tranflate as it were fo Yet 
figures into figures; but this is an undertaking of erte 
a nature, that every man, who is not a bare machinfMencic; 
for reckoning, muſt unavoidably fail. We may reaon{ſnce. ; 
ably conclude, therefore, as Wetſtein was fo inaccumi ed 
in caſes, where he was leſs expoſed to the danger cf millMiſſerder t 
take, that the number of errors, which aroſe from i t, as 
transformation, is very material 59. dne ma 
There are other inconveniencies, to which the rea eb to 
is expoſed by Wetſtein's method of noting his manuſcripts, 
{cripts. Figures, eſpecially if they are numerous, atcin's 
more difficult to retain in the memory, than name ve en 


rer.! 
2368, 


lame fi 
Coiflin 
fleenſe 
Mory t 
and we 
the inc 
tation, 


When J hear of a Codex Rhodienſis, I have ſome dete be fer. 
minate idea of a manuſcript of the Greek Teſtament haye 
but the title Codex 50 excites in me no idea whatloere a) E 


Few perſons perhaps have uſed Wetſtein's Greek Tel 
ment more than myſelf, yet, after a lapſe of above thi 
years, I am hardly able to decypher a dozen man 
{cripts without having recourſe to the Index: and, hok 
ever bad my memory may be, I will venture to all 
that no man whatſoever is able to retain all the mat 


which Wetſtein has uſed to denote his manuſcripts. A E 
to make the difficulty {till greater, he has uſed a u nchit 
fold notation, ſo that the ſame number, which „ 1d) E 
a manuſcript in one part, does not denote it in anon 


For inſtance, the Codex Leiceſtrenſis is denoted u "WI! of $ 
firſt part by the number 69, in the ſecond part bf ) E 
in the third by 31, in the fourth by 14. * eee 
figure 15 denotes in the firſt part the Codex 10 
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1368, or Kuſteri Pariſienſis 8; in the ſecond part the 
kme figure denotes the Codex Amandi, in the third the 
(oſlinianus 25, and in the fourth the Fragmentum Ba- 
fleenſe®*. It is ſurely beyond the power of human me- 
nory to retain the whole of this complicated notation; 
ind we are reduced to the neceſſity, either of conſulting 
the index, in order to know the meaning of each quo- 
tion, or to content ourſelves with being informed of 
the number, without knowing the quality of the quoted 
manuſcripts “. | 
Yet, after having weighed the numerous defects of 
etſtein's Greek Teſtament with its numerous excel- 
ences, we may pronounce it an edition of ſuch import- 
ance, as to be indiſpenſable to every man, who is en- 
need in ſacred criticiſmꝰs. It deſerves to be reviſed, in 
prder to correct its errors, and ſupply its deficiencies: 
but, as this would be an undertaking too great for any 
Ne man, it were to be wiſhed that thoſe, who have ac- 
& to libraries, would collate again the ſeveral manu- 
eripts, which Wetſtein has quoted. The copy of Wet- 
Ken's Greek Teſtament, which is in my poſſeſſion, I 
are endeavoured to make as complete as poſſible, for 
be ſervice of poſterity. The principal additions, which 
luxe made to it, are the following: I 
a) Extracts from the Codex Molſheimenſis, Guel- 
ſherbytanus A and B, and the Codex Ravianus in the 
olpel of St. Matthew. 5 
Extracts from the Gothic verſion of Ulphilas in 
de tour Goſpels, according to the corrections, which 
re deen made by Ihre: alſo from the fragments of the 
ur verſion of the epiſtle to the Romans. 
(©) Extras from the Latin verſions, publiſhed by 
* eſpecially in the Goſpel of St. Mark. 


f which was made from it, eſpecially in the Goſ- 
* St. Mark, and the Acts of the Apoſtles. 
1 from Theophylact, in the Acts of the 


7) Extracts 


* Extracts from the Syriac verſion, and the Arabic 
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F) Extracts from the Geneva edition of 1620, co 
municated to me by Schmidt. 

Theſe extracts I had written in the margin of We 
ſtein's Greek Teſtament, when J publiſhed the ſecor 
edition of this Introduction in 1765. Since that tin" 2 
have made many important additions, which would e 
too great a treſpaſs on the time of the reader to relate 

16- Father Goldhagen publiſhed at Mayntz, in TE uh | 
an edition of the Greek Teſtament, which I mention 
this catalogue, becauſe he ſubjoined ſome readings frail. © 
the Molſheim manuſcript. Dr. Semler, in his Minu e 
examination of the bad ſtate of the text of the Compi Ge 
| tenſian Greek Teſtament,” has given a collation of t 
l | | Complutenſian with Goldhagen's edition. From w. | 
| edition this editor took his text, I have never been A Pe 
to diſcover “. * col 
17. Dr. John James Grieſbach's edition of the 6 
| Teſtament was firſt printed in the year 1775. Sl. >* 
| that time it has been re-printed **; and in 173; 
| printed the firſt volume of his Symbolz criticæ ad 
| plendas et corrigendas variarum N. T. lectionum coll 
=_ tiones: a work which is neceſſary for every man, . 
= uſes his Greek Teſtament. This edition is chiefly an- 

tract from that of Wetſtein, whoſe numbers and figu 
uſed to denote the manuſcripts, are retained by Gn 
bach. But he has likewiſe made very conſiderable 
ditions, which conſiſt partly in extracts from manulcn 
which he collated on his travels ; partly in thoſe re 
ings, which were written by Mill in the margin of 
Greek Teſtament, and were copied by Grieſbach; pi 
in extracts from the works of Origen, which le 


4 made his principal ſtudy, and has collated more a 

2 rately, than any of his predeceſſors. The manuſcig 21. K 
which he has collated, at leaſt ſo many of them 4 ic, by 
has deſcribed in his Symbolæ criticæ, I have not mich. 


ch. viii. & 6. He has alſo quoted extracts from ee of 
«ſcripts, which had been lately collated by other 11 8. he! 
for inſtance, by Treſchow e. This edition, WIC! 


| d 
a very convenient and portable ſize, 15 that 1 
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macipally uſed by the ſtudents in our Univerſities : it 
zu the {ame time an edition, with which no Profeſſor 
diſpenſe, though every man, who makes a profeſ- 
in of literature, would with to ſee an edition by the 
me editor, in which no various reading is omitted, 
ich had been accurately quoted by Wetſtein. It is 
ne, that in conſequence of many omiſſions that have 
ken made by Grieſbach, his book has become more 
menient and portable, and is therefore admirably 
ated to the uſe of ſtudents. And it was certainly 
k deſign co omit only ſuch readings, as appeared to 
um to be of little or no importance: but as this is mere 
aner of opinion, and one critic may conſider a reading 
important, which appears trifling to another, we can- 
N conſider Grieſbach's as the principal edition, but 
uſt alſo have recourſe to that of Wetſtein. The fol- 
ung are examples of various readings, quoted by Wet- 
en, but omitted by Grieſbach. Matth. ii. 6. rns Is- 
s, a reading which is ſupported by ancient evidence, 
Id by ſome critics preferred to the common reading, 
0h I believe it to be nothing more than a correc- 
In: Matth. v. 46. Ot: Matth. xxi. 41. the omiſ- 
In of Xyow aury, Which materially alters the ſenſe : 
lach. XXVii. 60. the omiſſion of avre, which entirely 
the ſenſe: and of de Matth. xxviii. 1. He has 
Wiſe neglected to note the addition of za: vgs, Mark 
J. and in the whole of this Goſpel, where ev9eus has 
K quoted as a various reading in addition to the 
mon text, he has generally left it out?“; yet as eu- 
EMS to have been a favourite particle with St. 
bo 1t is reaſonable to ſuppoſe that in all caſes it was 
the author, not added by a tranſcriber. Mark 

A he has omitted £4 n, à various reading to ane, 
3 the authorities quoted by Wetſtein, (ſome 
Eo owever are not juſt) is ſupported by the evi- 
+ ” Cod. Brixienſis, and Veronenſis o. Mark 
"4 5 as neglected to quote porn for porov, Ch. ix. 2. 
* r ana pee, both of them indeed the correction 
coppilt; and ch. x. 17. the various readings to 
| youu- 


| 
4 
' 
| 


more than he has promiſed, the foregoing o 


KI. I 
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YouureT"oas euro, Which may be ſtill augmented ff 
the Latin verſians. Luke 11. 1. he has not noted 

omiſſion of rergxgyeures, a reading of which I took not 
ch. viii. $6. Ne. 207, and which ſeems to be ſpurio is ( 
at leaſt the narrative of St. Luke is more agreeable ent 
the Jewiſh hiſtory, if it is left out ®. Luke v. 29. Mad: 
has. omitted the various reading aaf, and ch, | 
3. | C1/jatpov, A various reading to To 249 NMEpAHY ; but! I) a c 
knowledge that the former 1s a mere correction, and 
latter an interpolation from St. Matthew. Luke xy, 
he has omitted to quote ago, a various reading to ay 
which being ſupported by the authority of one mi ich: 
{cript only, quoted by Wetſtein, might appear unwori: 
of notice; but it is authenticated by other ancient: 
important evidence. In the ſame verſe he has not 
ſerved the omiſſion of avre, though this, as well as Wick | 


j les 


the 


former reading, has ſome influence on the explanation 


of the paſſage. He has likewiſe omitted the reading 
xeiv for exxaxew, Luke xviii. 1.; ovopors for aiypani, V 
20.; and Atyovres for Aeyorras, XXIV. 3. a very import ren 
reading, which alters the whole ſenſe. Laſtly, he! 
neglected to note the reading dv yours, John 


2. which is of ſuch importance, that it removes th thi 


whole difficulty, with which the paſſage is otherwik 
tended. See what I have ſaid on this ſubject ch. 
$ 6. Ne. 2079. The examples, which I have here 


duced, are not all of equal importance, but they Wie ye 
fuch, as moſt critics would expect to find in a coe x 
tion of various readings. But as different perſons eck re 
mine the ſame ſubject from different points of v1e%lMare h 


neceſſarily follows, that what appears important t0 9 
will ſometimes appear unimportant to another · | 
It may be alſo mentioned, that there are many 9 


various readings of great importance, which are not "Wi har 
tained in Grieſbach's edition. The readings, 10 ac 
I now allude, are ſuch as are not to be found in Wet 5 from 
and Grieſbach himſelf has not examined all the en 


. : 4 N 
ments, which are known at preſent, not even the emp 


O8 
verſions 12. But, as no one can be expected _ A 
inf! 
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wis only that Grieſbach's edition has not exhauſted 
d He critical ſources, to which we have acceſs; and 
ted ie muſt live in hopes of a more perfect edition, 
K no ich 1 could wiſh to ſee from the ſame hand. 

urid Grieſbach has collated the writings of Origen more 


Ap. 


able N rately, than any of his predeceſſors, and yet has neg- 
29. id to quote him in many inſtances, where the Greek 
| ch. ier is quoted by Wetſtein, I with that he would pub- 
ut I Wb catalogue of thoſe readings, which his predeceſſors 
and WW quoted falſely, or, which would, be ſtill more ad- 
e xv, Witzocous, his extracts from Origen entire. This might 


to (done in his Symbolæ, and would remove thoſe doubts, 
e maß ech neceſſarily ariſe, where Origen is quoted by Wet- 
won, but not by Grieſbach. 

dient . Chriſtian Frederic Matthäi, Profeſſor formerly 
not N Nolcow, at preſent in Wittenberg, has publiſhed the 


s Teſtament, with various readings taken from 
planatolcow manuſcripts ; to which he has added the 
ling itn Vulgate copied from a Demidovian manuſcript, 
ar, critical remarks, Greek Scholia, and copper-plates 
mporß renung the characters of his Greek manuſcripts. 
y, he publiſhed the ſeven catholic epiſtles in 1782, alſo 


John Acts of the Apoſtles, the epiſtle to the Romans, 
noves WW" thoſe to Titus and Philemon in 1782, the two 
erwiſe Wiles to the Corinthians in 1783, thoſe to the Ga- 
t ch. , Epheſians, and Philippians in 1784, the epiſtles 
here P te Thefſalonians and Timothy in 3785, and in the 

& year the Revelation of St. John. The Goſpels of 
a col e and St. John were publiſhed in 1786. The books 

ich remain to be publiſhed, appear from thoſe which 


f ven, re here enumerated * 
Matthäi has made his collection of various readings 


goat labour and diligence; he found in his manu- 
nan o confirmation of many readings, which I ſhould 
| hardly expected, becauſe they are the readings of 

"pts of a different kind, and of a different coun- 


Well — thoſe, which he uſed : nay, even thoſe of the 
the ( 1 1 ern edition, of which he ſpeaks with the utmoſt 
n the bub he has corroborated by the evidence of his 

o manuſcripts. This edition is abſolutely neceſ- 


"i ws 
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ECT 
ſary for every man, who is engaged in the criticiſn died 
the Greek Teſtament. But it is to be lamented the $1 
the editor has augmented the price of it by ſeveral u 65 | 
neceſſary additions, particularly by the addition oft ng 
Latin Vulgate, of which we have much better copie x; 
than the Demidovian manuſcript in Ruſſia. It wou edit 
have been better if the various readings had been prince 5 
alone, which would have taken up a much ſmaller con BY 

_ paſs, and have been ſufficient for the purpoſe. In FB 
notes he has made many valuable obſervations, eſpecial what! 
in regard to the Lectionaria; but I am of a very 92 
rent opinion from him in regard to the choice of rea by an 
ings. The ancient manuſcripts of the Weſtern editi poſed 
which others fo highly extol, he deſcribes as unwort oubli 
of notice : he calls it ſcurrilis editio, and he can hard There 
ſpeak of it without loſing his temper. Whoever wiſh which 
to have more information on this ſubject, may cont... 
the Orient. Bibl. Vol. XX. Ne. 296. I ſtill retain Cao: 
opinion, which I there advanced, that Matthii, wha... 
he began the work, was at leaſt an age behind the s an 
of Germany in the knowledge of facred criticiſm *, We 
Which 

utache 

1. 

8 E C . II. not Alu 
Three poſitions, neceſſary to be obſerved in regard 10 dition 
printed editions of the Greek Teſtament. - of 

; © 
HOSE who would make a proper ue of the e; 8 
count, which has been given of the editons teal w, 
the Greek Teſtament, muſt particularly obſerve n ton 
manner the readings of the ſeveral editions are bun bo reaf 
from the preceding, and how one edition is a5 1 any 0 
the offspring of another. Properly {peaking on bee 
only two fundamental editions of the Greek Te * f any « 
or in other words, only two editions taken mmm. har 
from manuſcripts without the intervention of any P tio 
ed edition, namely the Complutenſian, and -_ Rae le, . 
Eraſmus. After theſe come the editions 0 las n 
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Stephens, and of Beza, both of whom made alterations 
n the text, but at the ſame time made uſe of manu- 
fripts. In the ſubſequent editions, though ſeveral of 
the editors made uſe of manuſcripts, yet very few alte- 
ntions were made in the text, except in the London 
dition of 1729, which however 15 unworthy of notice. 
k is true that Bengel publiſhed an improved text, yet 
be inſerted no reading, which had not already appeared 
n ſome printed edition. Wetſtein made no alterations 
whatſoever in the text, but in the alterations which he 
propoſed, he was guided not by printed editions, but 
by ancient authorities. The alterations, which he pro- 
poſed, have been inſerted in the text itſelf, in the edition 
publiſhed by Bowyer : but this edition is ſeldom uſed. 
There is however an edition in .very general uſe, in 
wuch greater liberties have been taken with the text, I 
mean that of Grieſbach *: in this, and the following 
kfion, therefore, when I ſpeak of the editions. of the 
Greek Teſtament, that of Grieſbach muſt be conſidered 


8 an exception *. N 

We may lay down the three following poſitions, from 
"ch it will appear, that thoſe are miſtaken, who are 
aached to the common readings. 

1. The modern editors of the Greek Teſtament have 
wot always ſelected the beſt readings of the four principal 
tions of the Greek Teſtament 3. Beſides, in the edi- 
tion of Robert Stephens, a great deat was ſpoiled of what 
k valuable in the Complutenſian; and again, of what 

L. valuable in the edition of Robert Stephens, a great 
del was ſpoiled in that of Beza. Now as our common 
Fuons have been chiefly taken from the latter, we have 
do reaſon to think that they are perfectly accurate. Yet 
ü * Uvines have extolled the common printed text, as 
= editors themſelves had þeen inſpired. If the text 

"My one edition deſerves to be retained unaltered, it 
| oy of the Complutenſian edition, becauſe it is the 

' Mrs as But we may lay it down as a general 

that a reading is not the leſs authentic, becauſe 
never appeared in print.” 


2. The 
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2. The Proteſtants in general, before the time of Beza 
or rather till ſome time after his publications, very im 
perfectly underſtood the criticiſm of the Greek Teſt; 
ment: they had much too mean an opinion of the Lai i 
verſion, and for that reaſon they altered, or rather cor K 
rupted the text, on the authority of a few Greek manu er 
{cripts, ſome of which were of little or no value. TI b! 
after his time, the moſt important Greek manuſcring Er 
were either not examined at all, or not collated uit def 
ſufficient accuracy, and the Oriental verſions were almoiifi"s, © 


totally neglected. It follows, therefore, that many oi, 
the genuine readings of the Greek Teſtament are not nd 
contained in any of the four principal editions, and con- Vn or 
ſequently in none hitherto printed. We may lay donn ti 
therefore the following rule: A reading is not to be t-. 
jected, becauſe it is contained in no printed edition i b 
the Greek Teſtament. ut ©} 
3. In our common editions are many readings, which" 
exiſt not in a ſingle Greek manuſcript, and are mer us 
tranſlations from the Latin ®. This is a liberty, which MP": i: 
Eraſmus acknowledges to have taken in the laſt chapter eta 
of the book of Revelation, and in ſeveral other places h £3 
has taken the ſame liberty, without any 1 It it 
If, therefore, in theſe places Stephens and Beza tollowed AP” t 
the text of Eraſmus, inſtead of the Complutenſian, may at 
readings have been tranſmitted into our common ed. e, 
tions, which are to be found in no manuſcript. Wes 
may except, however, ſuch as have been altered by bet- 5 
gel on the authority of the Complutenſian edition. The F e 
following inſtance may be produced as a proof of vt * 
I have juſt advanced. 5 4 
The long paſſage, Acts ix. 5, 6. oxangey cl mp fe ni 
Ax, Te TE Xa Joabu te Kogie Th f Ne) T0 10 | 
nn; Xu o xe Wos uro, has been found in not A de 


the 
unſt 
It the 
Ich ( 
Vor. 


ſingle Greek manuſcript, not even in thoſe, which 
have been lately collated by Matthäi. It 1s likewiſe want 
ing in the Complutenſian edition: but it was in ＋ 


s Some of them are founded on mere conjecture: for inſtance, 0% 
. = 
rod, John xviii. 24. See the notes, of Bengel and Wetſen 
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Y Eraſmus, and upon his authority it has been adopted 
hi the other editors of the Greek Teſtament 5. If it be 
ed whence Eraſmus took it, we may reply, that he 
nainly did not take it from any Greek manuſcript : 
in that caſe it ſurely would have been diſcovered by 
ther critics, eſpecially as Bengel and Wetſtein took all 
vible pains to find out the manuſcripts, that were uſed 


P. XII 


Beza 
ry im 
Teſta 
Lan 
er cor 
manu 


Til 


ci Eraſmus. The advocates for this paſſage allege in 
d with defence, that Eraſmus, in his note to this paſſage, 
alot, in pleriſque Græcis codicibus id non additur hoc 


eo, and conclude therefore that Eraſmus mult have 
und it at leaſt in one manuſcript, becauſe he ſays not 
n omnibus, but in pleriſque.” Now, not to men- 
an that Eraſmus very frequently wrote in too great a 
urry to attend to the accuracy of his expreſſions, it 
aj be obſerved that he wrote, not in meis pleriſque, 
t ein pleriſque' in general: which he might have 
ine, though the paſſage were wanting in all his own 
anuſcripts, on the ſuppoſition that it might poſſibly 


any oh 
re not 
d con- 
donn 
ö be le- 
tion 0 


hich 


> mer u 
which et in others, which he had never ſeen. This at leaſt 
chapter E ertain, that the paſſage is in none of the manuſcripts 
aces he Eraſmus, as far as we have any knowledge of them: 
emen: t it is literally contained in the Vulgate. We can 
lowed BF": therefore, no other concluſion, than that Eraſmus 
„ ma alated it from the Latin into Greek. The very evi- 
on ed. ace, that is produced in favour of its authenticity, 
e s is ſpuriouſneſs, for the three witneſſes produced 
y Ben- is favour, (beſide the Vulgate), the Syriac, the Arabic 
1. Dede Polyglot, and the Ethiopic, all diſagree in their 


of ut ence. The Syriac has no more of this paſſage than 


following words, it will be hard for thee to kick 


unge n the pricks ;” and theſe are not in the fifth, but 
n 09 e Fourth verſe, to which, according to the parallel 
eee ch. xxvi gere 
111 E they properly belong. The Arabic 
which d g Polyglot has, it will be hard for thee to kick 
e wa E the pricks : and he anſwered ſaying, Lord, what 
= ou have me to do? where there is nothing, 


P correſponds to rerum Te kal Jo, The Ethi- 
—_ 11 <-> an 


4 


* 
% h * 
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opic has, © becauſe thou perſecuteſt*, it will turn | 3 
thine own misfortune : and as he trembled, they ne che 
aſtoniſhed : and he ſaid, Lord, what wilt thou h | 
me to do? and the Lord ſaid unto him'—a tranſlatd * © 
which ſeems to imply that the tranſlator read en f 
Meig, Ange Obs, inſtead of ov &v due, oxAngen co, 4 | Comp 


9E inſtead of JapCu. If this interpolation, thei 10 i 
fore, ever exiſted in Greek manuſcripts, they muſt ha E. 
had it in very different forms; it is therefore highly ini plete 
probable that Eraſmus had any Greek manuſcript whit ped | 
agreed word for word with the Vulgate, and we mu * 
conclude that he acted here, as he did in ſeveral plac | | : 1 

dns wet 


in the Revelation, and that he gave his own tranſlatia 


This paſſage then, which later editors have copied fr © the 
Eraſmus, and which is contained in our common ei the 
tions, is not only ſpurious, but was not even taken tro id 
a Greek manuſcript. 3 

Another example is Acts x. 6. oro AQANTEL C08 TI PRION 
del Tow, a paſſage which is not in the Complutenli EE 
edition, but was inſerted by Eraſmus, and copied fi ed " 
him in the ſubſequent editions. Bengel has obſer Wau 
that it is no Greek manuſcript ; but ſome of them ha "9 8 
a ſimilar interpolation, 08 A@ANCEL CNjACTH Wees Ct, 9 4 _k 
roFnoy ov, K Weg o mos os, Which correſponds to ch. 2 2 
14. Here again, therefore, Eraſmus has tranſlated il "ip 


Greek the words of the Vulgate, hic dicet tibi, quidl 
oporteat facere®. | 


, 


SI TNF, MH. - - 

Of the qualifications requifite for a critical edition of 6 
| | Greek Teſtament. | 

Will conclude this ſubject by pointing out the qu 


fications requiſite for a critical edition of the 
| Teſtament, or in other words, for an edition, WW; 


F 


b The words of the Ethiopic are falſely tranſlated in the verſo 


de Dieu, and in that of the Polyglot, namely, © becauſe thou perten 
the juſt,” 
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nue text has a conſiderable number of various read- 
ve, 1t appears from the firſt ſection of this chapter 
u a critical edition of this kind is ſtill wanting, and 
ati. not only Wetſtein's predeceſſors are very imperfect 
8 compariſon with him, but that he himſelf has com- 


„red {0 many miſtakes that we cannot always rely on 
then. 1+ is therefore much to be wiſhed that a new and 
a | plete collation might be made of all the manuſcripts 
vun ed by Wetſtein, and his predeceſſors, before thoſe 
wu ons remains of antiquity are loſt. 
agg . 1 could wiſh that in this critical edition no altera- 
plac ns were made in the text, which J would have taken 
= m the third edition of Robert Stephens. To this 
WT: the creat collections of various readings have been 
* Epted '; if therefore they were placed under another 
un., it would create confuſion, becauſe they would not 
2 ſ2rious readings to that text. And, in the ſame man- 
87 Kennicott required that all thoſe, whom he em- 
450 med in collating Hebrew manuſcripts, ſhould collate 
m_ with the edition publiſhed by Van der Hooght in 
* ;, one and the {ame edition of the Greek Teſtament 
* tuiſe muſt be uſed. 
* bis no objection in this caſe, that Stephens's edition 
988 hundreds of faults, becauſe collections of va- 


is readings are made for the uſe of the learned, who can 
out of the number that which is the beſt; and if 
ecitot thinks it neceflary to point cut to the reader the 
Ks, which he prefers, he may do it by critical marks 
Kei in the fame manner, as Wetſtein has done. 
* it not my intention to aſſert, that an edition of 
4 Greek Teſtament, with a more correct text, than 
1 of K wich we have at preſent, is unneceſſary: but 
* —_ ſhould be of a ſmaller fize. I com- 
be oi... * tor having publiſhed an improved edition 
e Gl. bind, in which he corrected the text according 


hich "ff . Judgement: the ſame may be ſaid of Bowyer's 
11 rr ſtill more of that publiſhed by Grieſbach. 
mw wr have an editor confine himſelf to the rule 
Hengel, to inſert no reading, which had 


pere ; 
ip nor 


n 
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not already appeared in ſome printed edition: for til 
rule is too arbitrary, and would oblige an editor, inte 
of chooſing the reading, which is ſupported by the b 
authority, to adopt in many caſes ſuch, as were inſert 
in the text of the early editions by mere accident, 
the ſixteenth century, ſacred criticiſm was much les u 
derſtood, than at preſent, and the editors of that a 
had neither the induſtry of Mill, Bengel and Wetſtei 
nor a fifth part of the extracts, which they have quote 
The readings therefore, which the early editors adopte 
muſt frequently have depended upon accident; and, MW 
the manuſcripts, which they uſed, were very few, iti 
almoſt impoſſible, that the beſt reading ſhould in er 
inſtance have been inſerted in their editions. 1 
But great caution ſhould be uſed in altering the tel 
of the Greek Teſtament; for, as different critics entꝗ 
tain different ſentiments in regard to what is the b 
reading, a confuſion in the Greek text would be the ui 
avoidable conſequence, if every man had the liberty Wi 
altering at pleaſure, which would be not only prejudiq; 


utter v 
ipole 
te hun 
Non tex 
lperior 
wudred 
0 whuct 
wes of 
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uon, 1 
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to learners, but inconvenient to the learned them{elv@M rp 
Whoever publiſhes an improved text of the Greek 1 deb 
tament muſt conſider, that it is not for the benefit * 
men of real learning, or ſuch as have knowledge of ob 


cred criticiſm, becauſe men of this deſcription will! 
Chooſe to have rules preſcribed to them, but will thi 
proper to judge for themſelves. The alterations, ui 
are made in the text, are for the benefit of thoſe vho 
unable to judge for themſelves: and as the critic {cle 
from ſeveral that which he eſteems the beſt, ſo ; 
editor, by inſerting a new reading in the text, poly 
out to ſcholars that which they ought to prefer. Wi 
the editor therefore undertakes to be a guide to oths 
great caution 1s requiſite not to make unwarrantable 
terations: he ſhould not only inſert no reading uf 
critical conjecture, but not even ſuch, as are fuppot 
by the authority of manuſcripts, unleſs the proc 
of evidence be very decided in its favour . 65 
thirty thouſand various readings we deduct fifteen 90 
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ud, which are of too little importance to deſerve ex- 
gination in this inquiry, though it 1s neceſſary on other 
xounts to quote them, we ſhall find that, of the re- 
nining fifteen thouſand, there are at leaſt ten thouſand, 
;rhich the proportion of evidence, for and againſt them, 
zarly that of equality. Here then we muſt leave the 


utter undetermined. Of the remaining five thouſand, 


injoſe that an editor is of opinion, that three thouſand 
ke hundred are inferior in goodneſs to thoſe of the com- 
wn text, but that the remaining fifteen hundred are 
iperior to thoſe of the common text: yet of thele fifteen 
udred, there will be found perhaps hardly fix hundred, 
qyfuch he can poſitively aſſert, without violating the 
as of modeſty, and the reſpe& which we owe to 
nth, * fic lege meo periculo.” An inſtance of an alte- 
in, which a man might ſafely make, is the omiſſion 

Wd Ads ix. 5, 6. it was omitted by Bengel, and the great- 
critics Beza, Grotius, Mill, and Wetſtein are unani- 
duns in condemning it. 

If with the caution, which I have recommended, 
lerations are made in thoſe places only, where we are 


ky text would not be ſo different from the common 
de, as is generally imagined, eſpecially if the editor 


fton was undertaken by men ignorant of the art of 


le to their want of knowledge, we might expect an 
ſim materially different from that, which is in com- 
len uſe, 

+ We want a new and accurate critical edition of the 
rk Teſtament, in which the whole collection of va- 
tous N. that are diſperſed in the editions of Mill, 
Netftein, Tjeſbach, and Matthäi, as far as they are 
a(t, ſhould be inſerted. And ſince Mill and Wetſtein 

wntly contradict each other, and neither of them 

gen complete extracts, it will be neceſſary to re- 
alte all the manuſcripts, editions, verſions, the works 


dlutely certain that the preſent text is ſpurious, the 


ka man well {killed in facred criticiſm. But if an 


cim, and whoſe propenſity to correct was proportion- 


11 3 | b of 


= 47 
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of the fathers, and of the writers of the fifteenth and i 
teenth century, which are quoted by Mill and WeriteliMM 
and to compare with their extracts thoſe which are tl 
reſult of the new collation. | 
But this would be too great an undertaking for a 
fingle man; for the edge 1 his diligence would be bluni 
ed, and his eyes grow dim, in conſequence of fo valf 

an undertaking. Nor is it probable that a body of u 


Ke. II 
mics | 
tikes, 
nne ol 
hould 
had bee 
tender 

would | 
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learned will form a junction, in order to put the pi kex 
into execution; for the learned in general are not of i ton a 
ſocial a diſpoſition. But perhaps without a formal jun 1b) 
tion, different perſons might contribute their ſhare MM iris 
materials, toward a new edition of the Greek Teſt nor: a 
ment, if they knew in what parts their ſervices wou weing 
moſt be waated. 5 | lie mo 
Thoſe who have acceſs to manuſcripts, either fro tors of 
viſiting the places, where they are preſerved, or fro nds i 
reſiding there, would render an eſſential ſervice to ſacral rho he 
criticiſm by making a new collation, even if it were co tntts, 
fined to a fingle manuſcript, provided that manuſcri t mak 
were ancient and valuable. Thoſe, who have not acc lt wi 
to manuſcripts, might recollate the ancient verſions. I tn whic 
extracts, which have been hitherto produced from . txt, ir 
Arabic are of little or no value, becauſe no diſtinctiq u im 
has been between the different Arabic verſions": H th 
extracts from the Armenian and the Coptic are extreme lhe m 
incomplete; even the Vulgate has not been collated wi ti, : 
ſufficient accuracy, and the editions of the old Lat links 
verſions, have been ſo lately publiſhed that the edo inet 
of critical editions have not been able to collate them wied, 
Here then a new field is open to thoſe who would el (uced 
gage in ſacred criticiſm. Of the extracts from the vB wo vo 
tings of the fathers J have already ſpoken. nge r 
4. I will illuſtrate the method, which I would recog aa be 
mend in reviſing the old materials, by the example WI ud th 
manuſcripts. Theſe muſt be wholly. revotanet nd to 
the text of Stephens's third edition; and the C0200 ater 
muſt conftantly have Mill and Wetſtein at hand, . MN to 
fo prevent their overlooking the readings, which tho mou 


Crillh 
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ntics have quoted right, partly to correct their miſ- 
dies, and, when they contradict each other, to deter- 
me on which ſide the error lies. The new extracts 
ould be carefully noted, not excepting thoſe, which 
kl been given by Mill and Wetſtein; for this would 
tnder the matter more certain. But the grand object 
would be to find out all thoſe readings, which Mill and 
etſtein have either neglected, or falſely quoted. 

extracts of this kind were made and printed, either 
hm a fingle or ſeveral manuſcripts, they would be a 
able preſent to the public, and would ſerve as ma- 
nals for a new edition of the Greek Teſtament. The 
tore a collator adheres to matter of fact, in ſimply pro- 
bicing extracts, without intermixing his own remarks, 
i more the public will be obliged to him. In colla- 


o of this kind the principal object is to have the ex- 


nds in as ſhort a compaſs as poſſible; and the collator, 
io has ſufficient employment in merely making ex- 
tas, would do well, if he left to the learned in general, 

b make their remarks on the fruit of his labours. 
| would be likewiſe of uſe, if thoſe places were noted, 
u yhich the collated manuſcripts agreed with Stephens's 
kt, in oppoſition to the various readings: for we can- 
immediately draw this concluſion merely from being 
bctly informed, that a manuſcript is not againſt it. 
the manuſcript may have a chaſm in the paſſage in queſ- 
0, the hand-writing may be illegible, or the io 
unlf may have been guilty of an overſight. At the 
© time I acknowledge, that if every example was 
wed, which confirmed not the various readings pro- 
iced by Mill and Wetſtein, the extracts would be far 
uo voluminous, even if they were made from only a 
age manuſcript. It ſeems then, that no other method 
an be well adopted, than to mark diſtinctly each chaſm, 
nd the parts, which have been collated, line for line; 
— make the collation with ſuch accuracy, that the 
0 er may ſafely conclude from the ſilence of the colla- 
* to the abſence of a reading. Yet the more volu- 
nous extracts might be made, to be depoſited in pub- 
114 : lic 
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lic libraries for the uſe of critics, though only ſo muc 
were printed, as would be neceſſary to ſupply and co 
rect the editions of Mill and Wetſtein. 4 
5. As many ancient and important manuſcripts, hickeeiM 
to uncollated, are preſerved in the imperial library M 
Vienna, the royal library in France, and in ſeveral la 
lian and Spaniſh libraries, thoſe perſons, who have af 
ceſs to. them, would render a ſervice to ſacred criticimi 
if they communicated extracts of them. If they collate 
only one or two manuſcripts, the extracts might be prin 
ed on a few ſheets, in the ſame manner as thoſe of ti 
Codex Gehlianus, and of the two Codices Wolfiani. Bu 
I would not recommend to the collator to publith a nei 
edition of the Greek Teſtament, with various readinꝗ 
from Mill and Wetſtein, in order to augment them with 
his own extracts. For by theſe means the errors of M 
and Wetſtein, inſtead of being corrected would be aug 
mented, in conſequence of the unavoidable errors of thi 
preſs. Beſides, it would unneceſſarily _— the pri 
of the materials requiſite in ſacred criticiſm, which ougl 
at all times to be avoided, becauſe the moſt learned an 
not always the moſt wealthy; and it would alſo crea 


unneceſſary difficulty, by obliging us to ſeek in a la Bui 
folio, what might be contained in the compaſs of a f thing 
| ſheets. But if any man has collated ten or more man br nc 
ſcripts, it would not be improper to print with his es 
tracts the text alſo of the Greek Teſtament, which wou tent 
be of advantage to his readers, 1f he was contented wie en 
publiſhing his own extracts, without intermixing v1 |; 
them the extracts made by his predeceſſors, before cha; f lone 
have been examined and corrected. I could wiſh to Mn 
an edition of the Greek Teſtament publiſhed in gl ber 
manner, with various readings from all the manuſcrp bor 
in the imperial library; and in editions of this kind na de 
tice might be taken of thoſe manuſcripts, which config vdr 
the readings of the common text. | F le fo 
6. The propoſals, which I have made in the prece® 0g tt 
paragraphs, relate to what ſeparate Critics might py Gerta] 


as preparatory to a correct critical edition of th Test 


me. 4 
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letament. But if theſe previous ſteps are not taken, a 
wbliſher of ſuch an edition, as I would recommend, 
no other reſource, than to undertake himſelf to cor- 
act the extracts produced by Mill, Bengel, and Wet- 
kin, and to make the neceſſary additions. It is true 
ut one man alone can hardly go through the taſk of 
lating ſo great a number of manuſcripts ; but as all 
boſe manuſcripts, of which the antiquity exceeds a 
bouſand years, are ſaid to latinize, it would be neceſſary 
bcollate others of the ſame antiquity, which have never 
ken examined, and which are free from the ſuſpicion 
having been altered from the Latin. For, admitting 
be Latin readings to be good, yet they are certainly not 
be only readings, that exiſted a thouſand years ago, 
ice in that caſe we ſhould not have ſo many _—_ 
nlings in the Greek manuſcripts. It would be neceſ- 
ly therefore, in order to form an adequate judgement, 
b hear the evidence on both ſides: and our collection 
Kradings will not be complete, till we have extracts 
um manuſcripts of an equal age with the Codex Alex- 
ry and of which we are aſſured that they do not 
Ee. - 

but 1 acknowledge that this is too great an under- 
Wing for any one man, without being aſſiſted by others: 
br not only his zeal would ſoon be damped, and his 
grow weary, but the life of one man is hardly ſuf- 


woul tent tor the purpoſe. Beſides, it would require ſuch an 
d wit atenlive knowledge of the European, Aſiatic, and Afri- 
g wit en languages, that I fear I am propoſing, what one man 
re the ne could never execute. For the plan therefore to be 
to! Rl conducted, it muſt be made a national buſineſs. 


bermany is divided into too many petty ſtates, to be able 
i rm an union ſufficient for the purpoſe; and I know 
10 country, except England, which poſſeſſes the will 
Na. means to execute the taſæ. Should a reſolution 
& formed in this iſland ſo happily fituated for promot- 
lg the purpoſes of general knowledge, to make the un- 
Making a public concern, to enter into a ſubſcription, 
Nd to employ men of abilities in collating manuſcripts 
| | both 
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both at home and abroad, they would be able to d utter 
more in ten years, than could otherwiſe be done in a ce quota! 
tury. But if the project be deferred too long, the at cell 
tempt may be fruitleſs, ſince England, though at preſen As 
in a flouriſhing condition, is ſubject, like all other na Werſt 
tions, to a change of fortune. | brme 
7. In a future edition of the Greek Teſtament, with | the ad 
complete collection of various readings, it would be mol fly 
adviſcable to chooſe for a baſis one of thoſe, which har mer 
been already printed; in the ſame manner, as Kite noe 
made Mill's edition the baſis of his own. It is true tha w7ca 
men, who have more ambition than knowledge, would i: ha 
rather publiſh a work, that is perfectly new, than ſeen ins h 
to tread in the footſteps of their predeceffors":. but th foure 
ambition of the author may afford leſs advantage to th car 
reader, than pleaſure to himſelf. Every man, who un aut e. 
dertakes a new work, is more expoſed to the danger o Hurd 
miſtake, than he, who builds on the ſolid foundation contul 
which has been laid by another. And if this happens iii © nan 
philoſophical ſubjects, where the underſtanding is em an] 
ployed in examining only a few poſitions, how muc 8, | 
more frequently muſt it happen in the enumeration of e pr 
thouſand times a thouſand facts, where the utmoſt pene pts 
tration and diligence are hardly ſuffioient, to inſure a mani] bit b. 
from falling into error. But if we make Wetſtein's o 2. 
Mill's edition the foundation of the new one, we are ex 0, 1 
empted from miſtakes m ſome hundred thouſand quota Fauth 
tions, which they have accurately given; and thoſe, which iy j1 
they have given inaccurately, we ſhall be under the ne "pe 
ceſſity of correcting, whether we make their editions thi lthor 
ground-work of our own, or publiſh an entire new work Wit 
And the world at large will have this peculiar advantage * 
that nothing will be loſt of thoſe extracts, which ar ſtan 
quoted correctly by Mill, and Wetſtein: a Ai by 
1 3-4 mt xample Or Un ) 
great importance, as appears from the examp moe 
h I would not have it underſtood that I am here reflecting on any Pit ah . 
ticular editor of the Greek Teſtament. Indeed I know no one, woe act 


the remark is applicable, as far as concerns an edition of the 
Teſtament hitherto printed. 
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ler critic, who has omitted in numberleſs inſtances the 
qtarions, which had been accurately given by his pre- 
(cefſor. 2 5 | Nagle 
as we have the choice therefore either of Mill's or of 
Wetftein's Greek Teſtament, I would recommend the 
bmer as the foundation of the new edition, in which 
te additions, that were made by Wetſtein might be 
afly inſerted. Wetſtein borrowed a great part of his 
mterials from Mill, and theſe we ſhall probably find 
more correct in the original, than in the copy; Mill 
wears to have taken more pains than Wetſtein, though 
ke had leſs genius, and fewer opportunities of exerci- 
lug his induſtry; and, what is the principal reaſon, the 
fyures adopted by Wetſtein make the references ſo very 
recarious, that it is impoſſible to retain them, with- 
ut expoſing ourſelves to the danger, if a ſecond and 
Hurd edition ſhould be printed, of creating a general 
nfuſion. Since therefore it is neceſſary to alter figures 


ian Mill to Wetſtein“. 

6. In order to aſſiſt the memory, and avoid errors of 
liz preſs, I would recommend that the quoted manu- 
ſuipts ſhould be denoted not by ſingle letters or figures, 
ut by abbreviations. 7. 

2. The order, which Wetſtein has obſerved in quot- 
to, 1* manuſcripts, 2% editions, 3% ancient verſions, 


notas the fathers, 5 the opinion of eminent critics, is 
yhicl iy juſt: and, at all events, whatever arrangement be 
e ne Wpted, it will be neceſſary to diſtinguiſh the different 
ns tha Whoritics in favour of a reading. 


With reſpect to the Latin verſions, as they are ſo nu- 
Mxtous, and fo important in the criticiſm of the Greek 
wment, it would be proper to quote each manuſcript 
name, and not merely to quote, as Wetſtein has 
Ore, the general title Codices Latini. We might uſe 
ts abbreviations Lat. Verc. Foroj. &c. and thus care- 
Ur diſtinguiſh them from Greek manuſcripts*. The 
umninous and valuable publications of Sabatier and 
*chini deferve in particular to be collated, and ſhould 
SS, be 


v names, it is better to accommodate Wetſtein to Mill, 
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be examined with much more attention, th I 
Wetſtein beſtowed on Latin manuſcripts. Soy ben 
the Codices Græco-Latini, the Latin text muſt "4 _ 
fully diftinguiſhed from the Greek ; but if we uſe only M upp 
general expreſſion for both, we quote only one ng _ 
where we ought to quote two, and leave it undetermine l cnpt 
which of them we mean bee 
10. The extracts from the Armenia _ 7 
Arabic verſions likewiſe muſt be more my m_ ry \ ure 
have hitherto been. What I have to obſerve in regard ww 
to extracts from the works of the fathers I have already br 
mentioned, ch. ix. & 4. The writings alſo of the lte de 
rati in the fifteenth, ſixteenth, and ſeventeenth centuries Fit 
who have formed collections of various readings ſhould decay 
be quoted in evidence, if the manuſcripts themſelves af ur 
no longer known. 1 | be te 
11. Laſtly I would recommend, that the evidence to am 
the readings of the text ſhould be quoted, as well as th. = 
authorities for the various readings. It is true, that a cri ling 
tical edition of the Greek Teſtament would in that cal j. 
be much more laborious to execute, as well as mord he 21 
voluminous, and expenſive to the purchaſer. Hithertq; he 
therefore it has been the uſual practice, except in ver) | the 
particular caſes to quote only the authorities for the vari bref, 
ous readings, and to leave the words of the text unſup "ug 
ported by any evidence whatſoever. But this method 1 oh 
attended with a two-fold diſadvantage. The one relate © 
to the text itſelf; for when thoſe, who are unacquaintel n que 
with ſacred criticiſm, obſerve that many manuſcripts a "hay 
quoted in favour of a various reading, they conclude th: . 
it is ſupported by more numerous, and by better author en 
ties, than the reading of the text; whereas it frequent! 3 
happens, even in ſuch caſes, that the evidence in favouꝶg; e 
of the text, though not quoted, is fil] more numerou ra 
and more reſpectable. I admit that no one could bn , l mn 
guilty of this miſtake, who was not wholly ignorant 0 W f 
the criticiſm of the New Teſtament; but ſince man lt 
who belong to the claſs of literati, are really in ths fie ad l 
dicament, ſome method ſhould be deviſed, to prov, 
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tem from falling into error**. The other diſadvantage 
vhtes to the various readings themſelves: for it often 
pens that the reading of the text is found only 
na very few manuſcripts, and ſometimes in no manu- 
fut at all; which does not immediately appear, when 
te evidence in favour of the text is wholly neglected. 
We ſhould draw a too haſty and certainly ungrounded 
nerence, if, becauſe ten manuſcripts were quoted in fa- 
wur of a various reading, we concluded that all the 
uber manuſcripts, which contain the part of the Greek 
Teſtament in queſtion, were in favour of the text: yet 
Whitby has fallen into this error in writing againſt Mill, 
becauſe he was unacquainted with Mill's general plan. 
But when thirty or forty manuſcripts are quoted againſt 
he text, it makes a very material difference, whether the 
wmber in its favour amounts to fifty, or only to ten, 
x confined to two or three, or perhaps reduced to no- 
ting. To make this matter clear, I will produce an 
cumple. Wetſtein quotes forty-five manuſcripts, againſt 
tte authenticity of the two verſes, Acts ix. 5, 6. Now 
lhe whole number of manuſcripts quoted by Wetſtein 
n the Acts of the Apoſtles amounts to ſixty-nine: if 
lerefore we deduct thoſe which are againſt the com- 
non text, there remain twenty-four, which have not 
ben quoted againſt it. Of theſe twenty-four therefore, 
e might ſuppoſe that at leaſt ten contained the paſſage 
queſtion: whereas the real fact is, that it is contained 
n not a fingle manuſcript hitherto collated”. Another 


\ Ii tumple is Acts x. 6. of which Wolf ſays, verba hec 
* ulis codicibus deſiderantur': but they are really 


rating in all!“. And with reſpect to the former in- 
lance, all that can be gathered from Wetſtein's quotation 
8, that forty-one manuſcripts omit the two verſes, and 
Wtin four, its place is ſupplied by other interpolations*. 
A third examaple may be taken from Rom. 11. 5. where 
Wetſtein does an injury to the reading, which he actu- 

7 prefers. The common text is amoxanuytus Ix 0%p = 
tie, for which he propoſed to ſubſtitute axoxaruleus K 
"$20%1mag, It is true, that he quotes thirty-one ma- 
| nuſcripts 
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nuſcripts in favour of the latter reading, to which I har eber 
added four more: yet from theſe circumſtances alone i ct! 
do not immediately perceive the reaſon, why it ought te The 
to be preferred. But we perceive it immediately on con mch“ 
ſulting Bengel; for he produces the authorities in farou 259! 
of the common reading, without xa, and among the . 
authorities there is not a ſingle manuſcript. Bengeſ te wol 
therefore has brought the matter to a clear deciſion“ om 
The inconveniencies, of which I have here complained lons 0 
might be totally removed, if the authorities in favour o (ed tr 
the text were quoted firſt, and then the authorities fo ſrated 
the various readings: whereas the common method 0 con 
quoting only on one ſide leaves us frequently in a ſta ) 
of uncertainty. If it were neceſſary to produce anothef t 
inſtance, 1 would recommend to my readers to take av As t 
axeoeod:, Acts vii. 27. and fee if they can form a judge fends 1 
ment, from the evidence produced by Wetſtein or Gniel | 
bach, whether the common, or the various reading 1 
entitled to the preference“. 2 
. : 4 
| H 
C4 AP II. 4 1 
| | | U his J 
OF THE MARKS OF DISTINCTION, AND Divisioun i 
OF THE GREEK TESTAMENT. Neat ul 
| | ad my 
1 K 
of | tis 
F the points, and other diſtinctions of pauſe amoug 1 Grecian 
| „„ | orale 
H AVING thus acquainted ourſelves with the Va ay c 
rious ſources, which are neceſſary to be attained * 
before we can determine the true and genuine reading = 
of the New Teſtament, a queſtion ariſes, whether certaẽ aki 
marks in the New Teſtament, which are not letters, be * & 
og to the readings of the New Teſtament ; whctnelly 
thoſe notes or marks were uſed by the Apoſtles, and 1 | ve 
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i be received by us, whenever they are confirmed b 
ficient manuſcripts, and other critical authorities? 

The marks in queſtion, are thoſe ſtops or points, 
dich we call comma, colon, full ftop, and note of in- 
mogation, the 10ta ſubſcriptum, and the two aſpira- 
ns. If the Apoſtles themſelves added theſe points to 
te words, we are bound to receive them, as they ſtand 
dome manuſcripts, and in almoſt all the printed edi- 
tons of the New Teſtament. But if they do not pro- 
ad from the Apoſtles, then no manuſcripts, and no 
nated edition will oblige us to receive them; they will 
tk conſidered as explanations of the ancients, from which 
e may depart, upon diſcovering ſomething, which ap- 
ears to us more ſatisfactory. 8 

As the interpretation of the New Teſtament often de- 
ends upon theſe points, it is a queſtion of importance. 


n os | 
The points in the New Teſtament are modern. 


HE ſubject of the punctuation of the New Teſta- 
4 ment has been amply diſcuſſed by G. Fr. Rogall, 
0s Difſertatio de auctoritate et antiquitate interpunc- 
ws in Nov. Teftam. Regiom. 1734. I ſhall make 
Fat ule of this work in the preſent ſection, though | 
knd myſelf under the neceffity of differing from him 
actimes in opinion. Ss | 

[tis certain, that, in the time of the Apoſtles, the 
cans uſed points or ſtops*. , A point at the top was 


10N? 


10 the 


Wn; and at the bottom, it amounted either to our 


1e Va 

ained colon, or comma. They are thus deſcribed by Dio- 
ad1ng Ys the Thracian, who lived at Rome in the time of 
-ertal TRL in his treatiſe on grammar*; and by Diomedes; 
s, be cond book De oratione *. But it is likewiſe cer- 


hethel 
nd ard 
10 


that theſe points were not uſed in common, but 


See Fabricii Bibl. Grzca, L. V. c. 7, Tom. VII. p. 26. 


quralent to our full ſtop ; in the middle it ſignified a 


only 
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only in the ſchools of grammarians, who endeavourel 
thereby to facilitate the reading of Homer to the 
icholars. They laid a great ſtreſs upon the points, ani 
ſome ſpent their whole lives in teaching them, and noi 
ing them 1n books. | | . 
Rogall endeavours indeed to prove, from the ninth bo 
of Anaſtaſii Sinaite Contemplationes anagogicz in Heli 
æmeron, that they were uſed in other books. The paiſagdM 
which he quotes, is poſtquam Moſes dixit : © Et zdificavri# 
Dominus Deus coſtam: magnus Clemens ( Alexandrinu 
faciens perfectum punctum, et tunc verſus faciens initiu 
ſubjunxit : Quam accepit Adam in mulierem.” Et mi 
videtur pie admodum attendiſſe diſtinctionem. Na 
Theodotion quoque fic diſtinxit idem verbum. Bu 
from theſe words nothing further is to be gathered, tha 
that Clemens Alexandrinus made uſe of a point, in ex 
plaining the words of Moſes differently from the com 
mon acceptation, in order to render his new expoſitio 
more intelligible to the reader. Nor is much to b 
concluded from what he ſays of Theodotion, ſince thi 
tranſlator of Scripture was probably no other than 
grammarian, and aſſiſted his tranſlation of the Old Tei 
tament by points, as other grammarians did the work 
of Homer. The Apoſtles on the contrary were ne 
grammarians by profeſſion ; and moſt of their writing 
now extant are Letters, ſome of which were written | 
intimate friends. Is it credible, that they would acc 
rately mark theſe with points, which were not in uſe: 
where but in the ſchools ? This at leaſt is certain, th 
the ancient fathers, in caſes which relate to grammauca 
conſtruction, do not appeal to points, but merely tot 
general context. | 5 
Even if we admitted that the Apoſtles wrote wi 
points, it would be of no conſequence to us, 45 tho 
points are no longer in exiſtence. For our moſt anci 
manuſcripts are without points, and in the modern 
nuſcripts which have them, they were not copied | | 
ancient documents, but were added by the tranſcrib 
of their own authority *. | The 


— 
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There was another method of dividing diſcourſe, by 
ming in one line as many words, as might be in ſome 
bore intelligible, when joined together; theſe united 
xe called ene 3- we ſhould call them a comma, or ſen- 
me. We ſhall have occafion to make further mention 
{them hereafter, and we ſhall find, that the ancients 
certainly divide the New Teſtament into thoſe ſen- 
tices, of which they reckoned 2522 in St. Matthew, 
„n in St. Mark, &c. But it is no neceſſary conſe- 
gence, that the Apoſtles wrote their epiſtles in the fame 
winner; and if they had, yet a doubt would remain, 
ch words belonged to each ſentence, ſince the ancient 
mmſcripts, which we have of the New Teſtament, are 
bt written in theſe ſentences “. 


of placing a point, or leaving a blank, where the 
of the period ended. This is the caſe of ſeveral 
tafcripts of the New Teſtament, and particularly of 
Wi Aexandrine. Poſſibly theſe diſtinctions ought not 
de rejected wholly : and it is not unlikely, that the 
Ifoſtles ſometimes made uſe of them. But it is pity, 
lat they who have delivered to us extracts from theſe 
Wipes, do not point out where theſe ſtops were 

e | 


de whole of this ſubject then may be reduced to the 
bing propofitions : | 

. Our point, colon, comma, and note of interro- 

pon, are modern, and of no authority. : 

an, where the ſenſe of a diſcourſe terminated. _ 

+ Whoever defires to know, with ſome degree of 
Imwbility, where theſe points or blanks were placed, 
Pl Conſult the moſt ancient manuſcripts, and the ver- 
I which were made from the moſt ancient manu- 
ute. And even this will lead him no further than to 
Fitall degree of probability. „ 

4. The beſt rule for determining the proper place of 
= or ſtop in the New Teſtament, 1s to follow the 
* approved exegetical rules, in explaining each paſ- 
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dme again uſed no other diſtinction of pauſe, but 


2. The Apoſtles probably denoted by a point, or a 
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| 1 | ben a 
S E ©; E. 8 II. Actore 
On gin of the preſent points in the New Teſtament, 


F it be aſked, whence come the preſent points in t 
New Teſtament, their hiſtory is briefly this. VF 
It is poſſible, and perhaps probable, that tome wei "+ 
uſed in the firſt collection, that was made of the boo 
of the New Teſtament. In the moſt ancient verſions 
have met with inſtances of falſe tranſlation, which ſeet 
to have been occaſioned by an improper arrangement 


the ſtops, and where different tranſlators have differen I ar 
attempted to evade the difficulty, which that falſe a 
rangement occaſioned. There is a difficulty attendiniſ 4 2 
Acts x. 1, 2, 3. as it is at preſent ſtopped. This diff düi 
culty ſome have attempted to remove, by leaving offi” 
, while others, among whom may be reckoned the SW” 
riac and the Latin tranſlator, have rendered the paſſi i ben 
as if they had found ovre; eder in the third verſe ; the of: 
having h. bo, the other, is vidit. Now the who und 
paſſage would be clear, if we divided the Greek text FP 
the tollowing manner. Arne ds Tis nv ev KG h k ov 5 
Koęvnxtog, EXATOVTLENNG E g een rug X&Nouperns Trau | ny 
voten xas Qoboupeves Tov Foy ouv Wars Tw u aurov, T6 : 1 


re cMen⁰“,EDαν e Th Nh. Kay Jeopeves Tov Stu dra 4 
Tos exdev eu of Ti, x. T. Ao. It is therefore not impoſſibi e . 
that a very early miſtake in the pointing occaſioned the 
differences. But as the thought is new, I will not 
poſitive, but ſubmit it to the conſideration of tl 
learned. | | 5 

In the fourth century, Jerom began to add the con . 2. 
ma and colon to the Latin verſion; and they were the 
inſerted in many more ancient manuſcripts. 

In the fifth century, Euthalius, a deacon of Alexa 
dria, divided the New Teſtament into lines. Thus C 
viſion was regulated by the ſenſe, ſo that each line endet 


where ſome pauſe was to be made in ſpeaking. 4 


| be: | Diviſions of the Gr. Teſtament. 515 


a copyiſt was diſpoſed to contract his ſpace, and 
ore crouded the lines into each other, he then 
: url point, where Euthalius had terminated the 
_ | 
bthe eighth century, the ſtroke was invented which 
al a comma. In the Latin manuſcripts, Jerom's- 
dere introduced by Paul Warnfried and Alcuin, 
Wc command of Charlemagne. | 
be ninth century the Greek note of interrogation. (;) 
Fut uſed ?. | | 
It the invention of printing, the editors placed the 
[ls arbitrarily, probably without beſtowing the ne- 
Ein attention ; and Stephens in particular varied his 
Wis in every edition. | 3 
us ſection is only an extract from Rogall's Diſ- 
„ refer the reader to that for a proof of this 
In. It will there appear, how little ſtreſs is to be 
oss the preſent points in the New Teſtament, and 
och they are miſtaken, who argue the connexion 
action of words from the . of all the edi- 

Ini ſudjoin an obſervation with reſpect to the Codex 
Wndrinus, becauſe the marks of diſtinction in this 
xe been very accurately deſcribed, and lie open, 
Wnt, to the view of every reader. According to 

tt has not only the full ſtop, comma, and colon, 
Ikewiſe a kind of ſemicolon . In the beginning of 
# {etion it has likewiſe longer letters, which are 
wed, not always to the firſt word in the ſection, but 
As to the firſt word in the next line: for inſtance, 
Wiz. | | 
WToy' e . 


aua Harogrrndodtua. See Woide's preface, Q 30, 3 1. 
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Of obſcure paſſages in the Greek Teſtament, which nini N. 
rendered clear by. a better arrangement of the tops. re 
F ANY obſcurities in the text of the Greek 1 1 


ment have been occaſioned by an improper MM. 
tion of the ſtops, and it is the duty of every com 
tator to remedy this inconvenience by occaſional ali 
tions, and not ſervilely to adhere to the preſent ara un 
ment. Bowyer, in his Critical Conjectures of the 

| Teſtament, has noted likewiſe the conjectures of 
learned, in regard to the poſition of the ſtops**. It Ml 
that variations in the ſtops do not properly beloi 
the claſs of what critics call, in the ſtrict ſenſe of the Mer 
various readings ; for theſe are determined by actual 
dence, whereas no evidence can well be produced ne 
reſpect to the ſtops, ſince the moſt ancient manuſꝗ ui 
were without them“. But Bowyer has acted very ie 
cioully in collecting the opinions of the learned oi : 
one as well as on the other, and by ſo doing he has le da 
dered his work indiſpenſable to the commentator, a tho 
as to the critic ; though the former perhaps might in! 
withed that the conjectural emendations, in regard t 
ſtops, had been ſeparated from thoſe which reſpeq 
readingss. OE TIES = 
Of paſſages. in the Greek Teſtament, which har 
fered through falſe ſtopping, the following is a reg, 
able inſtance, and is hoted by Bowyer. Matth. ly 


is commonly ſtopped in the following manner, ich | 
At Eu An 0/400 %k OAWG" fatiTE EV. TW veau, x. . A. ws in u 


colon being placed after oxws confines it to cin ü 
makes the ſentence expreflive of a command to ta 
oath in no caſe whatſoever; a command, which, if f on a 
followed, would in a great meaſure looſen the Dan 
ſociety. The perſon who figns himſelf R. in Bowyet 
tical Conjectures *3, 1 therefore to reject the 
after oe, for which we might ſubſtitute 4 cc 
and point the paſſage as follows, eu de h t 


* 


8 1 n ONS = Ap 
SAS. > - - AMMO we. + Tos . 1 
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; WW hug, ure EV TW ves, X T. A. According to this ar- 
rent the meaning of the paſſage would be, But [ 
pmand you by no means to ſwear, either by heaven, 
ut b his throne, or by earth, for it is his footſtool, &c.” 
r command of Chriſt therefore applies particularly to 
* abuſe of oaths among the Phariſees, who on eve 
mal occaſion ſwore, by the heaven, the earth, the temple, 
bead, &c. ; but it implies no prohibition to take an 
un the name of the Deity, on ſolemn and important 
lakons. 
WF Numerous examples of this kind may be found in 
oe, to which I will add the four following. Luke i. 
. ereoxe aro u avarorn e ou, ki, Tos er 
unn v.. A. the day ſpring from on high hath viſited 
kt give light to them that Gt in darkneſs,” &c. is a 
ky extraordinary ſentence, becauſe the expreſſion ava- 
hs ws ſeems to involve a contradiction. But this 
menience may be entirely remedied merely by an 
Wntion in the ſtops, and by placing them in the fol- 
wing manner: ert ro nag avaToAn, & vibes eriÞovas 
o gurt, x. r. A. for the paſſage will then be tranſlated, 
le day ſpring hath viſited us, to ſhine from on high 
b thoſe who fit in darkneſs,” &c. Another paſſage, 
n l. 8, 9, 10. is attended with no inconſiderable dif- 
as the words are ſtopped at preſent, which diffi- 
may be removed by placing the ftops as follows : 
nee To Prog, a wa; pagruensy Week Tv Perroß un. 
er 70 a\nfuver, o OwriCes Ware es a Xx £35 T 
% © Ty x0opw 10, & T. JA. * He was not that light, 
{Nas to bear witneſs of that light. The true light, 
ich lighteth every man that cometh into the world, 
un the world,” &c. John xiv: 11, 12. ſhould be ſtop- 
Anm the tollowing manner; E: de hn di Te e GuT% 
4 rk aol, a A8YW j, &. T. A. „But if ye believe 
en account of the works themſelves, I affare you for 
Pl, &c. John xvii. 3. where I think Bowyer has 
holed a falſe arrangement, ſhould be ſtopped in the 
ing manner: wa VIVWEXWos Of, TOY Hοο⁰ο aAnhivor Oger, 
e eniFunag Inow, Xeo. That they may ac- 
KK 3 ” | kKknow- 
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knowledge thee, to be the only true God, and 
whom thou haſt ſent, to be the anointed. Of A 
1—3. I have ſpoken in the preceding ſection. Rol 
14. has been hitherto attended with an almoſt ini 
rable difficulty, and I have been ſometimes induceliY 
hazard a critical conjecture, in order to remove it; 
J have ſince found that the ſame effect may be prod. 
by a different arrangement of the ſtops. In orde 
make this matter more clear, I will at the ſame if 
divide this paſſage into four portions, different fron 
preſent diviſion into verſes, and write it in the follou 
manner: | e 
TIauncs, dug Ince Kee, AnroS aro-, a Pele 
euaſy “, _ | 
©EOY, o wpoernſyeinaro dic ry weoOnruv abr © Yeu 
GOV, 2 10 | 
Wee: Ts TIOY aurty, Ts Yevomevs 8x omega; A 
Ta%EK%, T8 0pidgtvrog vis Jen eu dupa . 
xoars IINEYMA ATINEYNHE, + avaractus vir 
Xvps nut Incs XI. | 


Paul, a ſervant of Jeſus Chriſt, called to be an apo | the , 
ſeparated unto the Goſpel | c 
Of God, as he had promiſed afore by his prophet 
the holy ſcriptures, which Goſpel relates Nan 
To his fon, who in reſpect to his human nature Wl "0; 
of the ſeed of David, but in effect was ſhewn Ie! 
EF „ ry 
Through the effuſion of the Holy Spirit, which . 7s 
| A after the Reſurrection of our Lord Jeſus Ul 
Tom the ged.. SELL 
An example of leſs conſequence is 2 Cor. v. 17: 
I would propoſe to leave out the comma alter xt 
and arrange the ſtops in the following manner: . 5 
Xe N XTITI, TH gx, Wagnnlen, © if any man The 
Chriſt is a new creature, old things are paſſed away 15 
No part of the whole Bible has ſuffered ſo much fr 
a falſe arrangement of the ſtops, as the epiltle to im 
Epheſians, in which many. paſſages have been thus Uthe d 


dered obſcure, and even deprived of meaning. Ind boſe of 
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We number is ſo great as to prevent me from producing 
mnples, fince in this epiſtle alone there are at leaſt 
wo chapters, in which it would be neceſſary to make a 
dal new arrangement. | | | 

would divide 1 Tim. iii. 16. in the following man- 
xr: Frog eO m, ev ot. edi iohn, ev meupart On 
ang. God was revealed, (that is, made viſible to 
wrtals), was puniſhed in the fleſh, (namely, in the hu- 
wn body, which he had aſſumed), he ſuffered for our 
mouity, in ſpirit appeared to angels.“ If the reading 
be preforred to Sees, the meaning of the paſſage is, 
fle, who was revealed to men, ſuffered in his. body, in 
pint appeared to angels.“ I have obſerved, ch. iv. $14. 
Wit dra is ſometimes uſed in the ſenſe of punio“, and 
ö particularly applied to capital puniſhments, to which 
aul alludes Rom. vi. 7. The words cag} and ave 
lemiſe are uſed 1 Pet. iii. 18. in the ſame ſenſe, as I 
e here aſcribed to them. But, as many of my readers 
Il perhaps doubt of the tranſlation, which I have given 
the above-mentioned paſſage, I propoſe it only to 
kr conſideration, without infiſting on its being the 
Ihe one. 2 85 | 

h my remarks on the epiſtle to the Hebrews, ch. vi. 2. 
s propoſed another example. Heb. ix. 19. alſo a 
n to eulty may be removed by tranſlating in the manner, 


a Re 9 ” 
= 1 N 7 x ' 55 | > 
S 2 2 Cie ED "BONE? oo ER 3. 1 B 


gut be placed after g. E. 


7 C 
r Xe : „ | 
1 1 | SS H SQ 
mani die bank ſpaces between the words are not genuine 
Way. | | 
ich ft ty the blank ſpaces at the end of words are not 
e to m ancient. The Greeks formerly wrote their words 
-hus "Ip any ſeparation, and the moſt ancient manulcripts 
Ind ie New Teſtament are written in this manner. But 


We of a later date than the ninth century began to 
K K 4 | leave 


Much | have propoſed, p. 292. of the new edition, in 
poſtſcript. According to that tranſlation, a comma 


o o 4 . f 
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leave a ſpace between the words. If therefore it vel 
to be aſked, whether Rom. vii. 14. ought to be rei 
eida pv, © I know,“ or oidaper, we know, whether 6 
. 9. ſhould be Woeotenteapmer, Or Wetten , wheth( 1 
Philip 1. I. ſhould be read cu ETIWXOTOIS, 5 together wit 2» 
the biſhops,” or cuverioxeros, the coadjutors of the iii 
ſhops; theſe queſtions cannot be decided from our ed 
tions of the Greek Teſtament, nor from manuſcripts, of 
from ancient verſions, but merely by the ſound rules ff 
interpretation. The following is an inſtance, in whidf 
a different diviſion of the letters, from that which is Ml 


preſent received, would make a paſſage clear, that is na ¶ ccc 
obſcure. After all the pains which have been taken H uct: 
the commentators, the words 0 AoYos 0 Epos av Nu | xpot 
vi are ſtill attended with ſome obſcurity. Perhaſ cent ; 
eu Xwees ſhould be written oux, wget, non manet, ul 
being derived from va, © tempus.” See Stephani IH 
ſaurus, Vol. IV. p. 795. But as weew is a very unuſu If 
word, it did not occur to the tranſcribers, when t ther | 
practice was firſt introduced of writing the words wi ad 
intervals between them, and they conſequently mad lquit 
C | medal 
i=; LY . duſery 
—— Germ: 
Wn Nor h 
| ; 8 1 4 7 VI. „ri 
* The Iota ſubſeriptum is ſuſpicious. 4 
F the Iota ſubſcriptum *, ſee Majoris Epiſt. & ace 
| Iotorum ſubſcriptione ſuſpecta, eorumque pra h. 
ſertim ex nummis perpetuo exilio. Kiel. 1688. Ud no 
There is no inſtance among the ancient Greeks of the nay, 
uriting the iota, in the form of a point, or a {mall fro. 
under a letter, except the few inſtances quoted DM to 


Reineſius in his Syntagma antiquarum inſcriptionu 
which however he has not copied himſelf. Hence Mat 


conjed 


* We commonly call it Tota ſubſeriptum, though in ſome of — 
nuſcripts it is written over the letters, See p. 23 · of the Preface to 
ttreatiſe de codice Lambeciano 34. 
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onjectures, that it was only added by travellers, who 
Sſhed Reineſius with inſcriptions from ancient monu- 
nents. But we are not concerned about the form of it 
o much, as about the 1ota itſelf; and it cannot be de- 
ned, that the ancient Greeks ſometimes wrote a com- 
{on iota in thoſe places, where we write the iota ſub. 
{nptum, or inſtead of it, they wrote a figure ſomewhat 
rembling the figure (6); and ſometimes wholly omit- 
ed the iota *7. He alleges inſtances of both ways of writ- 
nit. He himſelf had a medal with the inſcription, 
MAPETH, and Vaillant, Tom. II. num. Imp. p. 25. 
&cribes a medal with the inſcription KAICAPI CE- 
era KPHTEC.. On the other hand, Cuper, in his 
Expoſitio marmorum antiquorum, quotes from an an- 
dent monument, | 

 A®POAITHI 

' OEAI NIANATA@AL . 


lt ſeems to me, that the Greeks, in conformity to 
heir language at that time, omitted the iota in writing; 
ad when they uſed it, they did this in imitation of an- 
lquity, or it was an Archaiſm, which was common in 
medals and on monuments *?. The moſt ancient ma- 
wſripts, the Alexandrine, for inſtance, and that of St. 
bumain, have not the leaſt trace of an iota fubſcriprum. 
Nor has the Codex Stephani n, according to Grieſbach, 
lei. of his Symbolæ, either iota ſubſcriptum, or poſt- 
ſriptum . In the margin of the Philoxenian verſion 
lkewiſe the Greek words are written without it: for in- 
ice Matth. ii. 17. v. 41. XXII. 29. XXVi. 23. XXvii. 
9. Mark xii. 34, &c. Probably therefore the Apoſtles 
ud not uſe it; and in anſwering the queſtion, wakes 
in Rom. xiii. 5. be the nominative or the dative 
5 recourſe muſt be had, not to the iota ſubſcriptum, 
to the omiſſion of it, but to the rules of conſtruction. 


- 
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The Spiritus aſper is ſuſpicious. AM 
2 3 HE Spiritus aſper, or that mark, which corre W 
ſponds to the Latin H, was undoubtedly i in u | 
among the ancient Greeks. Their H was at firſt MW bgnuific 
Spiritus aſper, and was taken from the Hebrew MN, ang; fubject 
was retained in the ſame figure H in Latin. The Gel 1. 
H was uſed in ancient monuments, inſtead of a Spiritu ther |: 
aſper, and the ſame letter ſtands for 100, becauſe the Im \ 
wrote the word ixaro» thus, HEKATON **. | | n 
But it is alſo certain, that the ancient Grecians di che 
not judge it neceſſary always to expreſs this 1 As t 
upon their monuments. Thus upon a medal of t 2 
Tyrians we find IEPAC**. See the above quotedeffay 3 
Major, p. 24. And the Spiritus lenis is not at all to © > 
met with in any Grecian monuments or medals ©. — 
In thoſe manuſcripts, in which theſe aſpirations c = : 
they are thus exprefled **: | ET 
Spiritus lenis or | or book e 
Spiritus aſper or I or 8 n, ( 
It is therefore very doubtful, whether the latter aſp "hs 
ration was in common uſe in the time of the Apoſites emibur 
and it becomes much more doubtful, when we confid * 
that the moſt ancient verſions ſo frequently confoun 1686 
rec with ares, that both words ſeem to have be Greeks 
written without any aſpiration. nunc 
* now 
ere is, 
tent ane 
dere at 
SEC A 
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F 
All the accents of the New Teſtament are ſpurious. 


E come now to the Accents, the difference of 

which is fo often made to determine the different 
fenification of Greek words. The queſtions upon this 
fubje& are two, 

1. Whether the ancient Grecians ever pronounced 
their language according to accent ? 

2. Whether the accents in the New Teſtament have 
deen added by the authors of the books themſelves, or 
by others ? | ; 

As to the firſt queſtion, ſome totally reje& the ac 
ents, on the ſuppoſition that they would confound the 
quantity, as it is determined by the rules of profody. 
Hence Beza, Scaliger, Ger. Jo. Voſſius, de arte Gram- 
mnca, Lib. II. p. 174. Iſa. Voſſius, de poematum 
catu et viribus rhythmi, p. 23. and Salmaſius in 
Epitola ad Sarravium have rejected them. 'Henni- 
ws has diftinguiſhed himſelf on the ſame fide in a 
book entitled, EMXAmio wo oehwides, ſeu diſſertatio Para- 
Gr, Græcam linguam non eſſe pronuntiandam ſecun- 
aum accentus, 1664. This laſt has been anſwered by 
h. Rud. Wetſtein, in his Differtatio epiſtolica de ac- 
ftibus Græcorum, printed in his Differtationes de 
E212 græcæ græca et genuina pronuntiatione, Amft. 
096. He evinces by ſufficient arguments, that the 
Treks, long before the birth of Chriſt, regulated their 
onunciation by accents, very much like thoſe that 
r now in uſe . But he at the ſame time admits, that 
lere is, in ſome reſpects, a difference betwixt the an- 
tent and modern accents; that the old grammarians 
der at war upon the ſubject of accents, and never came 

0 


: There are accents in ſome of the manuſcripts which have been diſ- 
mr in the ruins of Herculanzum. See Hwiid Libellus crificus de 
BD iano 34, on the title-page. 
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to a treaty of peace; and that accents were not uſed, 
except in the ſchools of grammarians, who made uſe off 


them in reading the old poets **. 


The principal objection, that accents do not coincide 1 
with the proſody of the Greek poets, and are therefore 
to be conſidered, as a modern corruption of the Greek 


language, has been removed by the diſſertation of Pro- 
feſſor Geſner, De accentuum genuina pronuntiatione 
printed in 1755. His opinion amounts to this, that the 
accents do not at all determine which ſyllable is to be 
pronounced longeſt ; that the accent, for inſtance, of 


Aub ęerroc being placed on the firſt ſyllable, does not ob- 


lige us to pronounce the word as a dactyl; that as the 
Greeks ſpake more muſically than we, they pronounced 
ſome ſyllables more diſtinctly than others; that the 
raiſed their tone and dropped it; and that the elevatio 
and fall of the tone was determined by the accents 
His opinion ſeems to me very probable, and we neec 
only hear a native of Hungary ſpeak his own, or thi 
German language diſtinctly, and we ſhall find, that id 
Pronounces the ſyllables ſtrictly according to proſodica 
quantity, and yet raiſes ſome ſyllables, which are not thi 
longeſt in the word. I cannot expreſs myſelf ſo clear 
to the reader, as I might, if my paper could ſpeak *. 
As to the ſecond queſtion, the beſt advocates for ac 
cents have not contended, that the ancient Grecian 


made uſe of them in common books, much leſs in let | 


ters, but only in their ſchools ; and they are not at 4 
to be met with in the copies of the New Teſtament 
extant, which are antecedent to the eighth century, an 
but ſeldom in thoſe, which are more modern. I cannd 
therefore admit, that the accents in the New Teſtame 
were written by the Apoſtles. They were probably fi 
added by Euthalius, in the year 458. See Weil 
Prolegomena, p. 73. 


* 


C' 


ter. ix. Diviſions of the Gr. 7 eftament. 


. 
Of the ancient and modern chapters. 


\HE ancients divided the New Teſtament into two 
kinds of chapters, ſome longer and ſome ſhorter. 
de Simon's Hiſt. crit. du Texte du Nov. Teſt. ch. 33. and 
Martianay's Prolegomena to the edition of the old Latin 
ſerlon of St. Matthew. The longer kind of chapters 
were called in Greek vir, and in Latin breves, and 
the table of the contents of each brevis, which was pre- 
fixed to the copies of the New Teſtament, was called 
beviarium. The ſhorter chapters were called z:Þaxaa, . 
apitula, and the liſt of them was called capitulatio. 
This method of dividing is of very great antiquity, 
ad Simon, p. 427. refers to ſome of the earlieſt fathers 
& the church, who make mention of it. It appears to 
tare been more ancient than Jerom, among other argu- 
ments, from this, that he expunged a paſlage out of the 
New Teſtament, which makes an entire chapter; it is 
hat which I have printed in this Introduction at the 
end of chap. vi. ſect. 9. This was before his time the 
twentieth brevis, and the ſeventy- fifth capitulum, in the 
ad Latin verſion. _ | = | 
But there were formerly many of theſe diviſions, and 
tone of them was received by the whole church. St. 
Matthew, for inſtance, contains, according to the old 
breviaria, 28 breves, but according to Jerom 68. Jerom 
Wndes his Goſpel into 355 capitula, others into 74, 
others into 88, others into 117, the Syriac verſion into 
16, and, Erpenius's edition of the Arabic into 101. 
of theſe diviſions, however, was more approved than 
the reſt, for Euſebius regulated his canon of the four 
Goſpels by it, and Jerom likewiſe made uſe of it. Tatian 
8 {ad to have been the author of it, with reſpect to the 
breves, and Ammonius, who lived at Alexandria in the 
third century, with reſpect to the capitula . See Rumpæi 
Com. eritica ad libros Nov. Teſt. p. 132. According 
o this dviſion St. Matthew contains 68 breves, and 339 
| | | capitula ;. 
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capitula St. Mark 48 breves, and 234 capitula; St Wil 
Luke 83 breves, and 342 capitula; and St. John 18 
breves, and 231 capitula. All the Evangeliſts together 


217 breves, and 1126 capitula -. | I 
The diviſion of the epiſtles was later, and all that is a ; 
Ir le 


| obſervable in them is, that the number of the chapters 
is continued in one ſeries throughout St. Paul's epiſtles, 


becauſe they are conſidered as one book **. he far 
But this whole diviſion was laid aſide, and the famous anus 
Cardinal Hugo de S. Caro introduced the chapters now Wt © 
in uſe 33. This eminent commentator lived in the twelfth e. 


century, and publiſhed a Biblia cum poſtilla. This is the 
firſt Bible divided into the uſual chapters, which he ſub- lego 
divided again by adding in the margin the letters A, B, Me w. 
C, D, E, F, for the convenience of quotations and re- WM": 
ferences . As Rumpzus has treated fully of this matter 
in his Comm. crit. ad libros Nov. Teſt. ſect. 35. I ſhall 
add nothing further upon it, except only this, that our Hof 
chapters are only helps for the more eaſily finding paſ- 
ſages quoted from the New Teſtament, but that who- 
ever reads the Bible by ſingle chapters, will be often in 
the dark, and at a loſs for the meaning of the Apoſtles, MMF" t 
ſince the chapters often end abruptly in the middle of a #0 ve 
connected diſcourſe : for inſtance Eph. v. 1. and Col. 
IV. I. | 8 

. —_——————— N ——ññ;ß?—᷑. 
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Of the ancient divifion of the New Teſtament into lines, 


or verſes. | oy 

„ . : pul, to t 
AUE ancients had two kinds of verſes, one of which Nit. tc 
I they call Si,, and the other CNpATH, Mthians 


Fxixoi were only lines, which contained a certain num- Whig 0 
ber of letters, and therefore often broke off in the middle 
of a word. It was by theſe ſtichi or lines, that the ſize 
of books. was meaſured. - Joſephus's twenty books of 
Jewiſh Antiquities contained Go, ooo of them, though 


in Ittigius's edition thoſe books conſiſt of no more 155 
I'S 1191 5 | 49, 
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6,000 broken lines. If I remember right, Rogall, in 
ks Diſſert. de interpunctione Nov. Teſt. miſtakes theſe 
Ines for commass. | 8 

In order to underſtand this, we ſhould have a clear 
tka of the ancient manner of writing. They divided 
kei leaves very exactly by lines, upon which they wrote; 
Iich leaf had the ſame number of lines, and each line 
te ame number of letters. We ſtill diſcover in ſome 
wnuſcripts the lines, by which they wrote. Six or 
wht of theſe leaves were joined together, and the for- 
ter were called ternio, the latter quaternio. See Simon's 
iſt, crit. du Texte du N. T. p. 420. and Wetſtein's 
Inlegomena, p. 2. It was eaſy by theſe means to deter- 
line with great accuracy the ſize of books. 

Nara were lines, which were meaſured by the ſenſe. 
WI theſe I have treated already in the 20. ſection. Simon, 
bs Hift, crit. du Texte du Nov. Teſt. detects a ſtrange 
r of Croius in his Obſervationes ſacræ in Nov. Teſt, : 
withtanding Rumpzus tranſcribes from Croius, that 
Ie ar were words. It is ſurprizing, that theſe 
kn could, without being aſtoniſhed at what they wrote, 
bm, that St. Matthew contained 2522 words, and 
$0 verſes. According to an ancient written liſt, 


ich we have in Simon, p. 423. there were of theſe 
ra in | 5 


Mattbe n 2600 1 Epiſt. to Timothy 208 
Mark 1600 2 Epiſt. to Timothy 288 
þ Luke 2900 Epiſtle to Titus 140 
John 2000 Epiſtle to Philemon 50 
* Acts 2600 1 Epiſtle of Peter 200 
. to the Romans 1040 2 Epiſtle of Peter 140 


Diſt. to the Co- Epiſt. of James 220 


3 | 1060 1 Epiſtle of John 220 
falt. to the Co- 2 Epiſtle of John 20 
ih. 70, or rather 17 7 Epiſtle of John 20 
= 350 Epitt of Jude 60 
felans 375 Revelation 1200 
biens 251 | 


Total 18,6 12 
Though 


Tons to Paris, and, as his ſon Henry tells us, in 


numbers render it very ſuſpicious. 


verſes appear to the eyes of the learned, and to the m 
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Though I have tranſcribed this liſt, I have no in 
elmation to warrant it; for the many round or eve 


It was the cuſtom formerly to place theſe lifts at 1M 
end of the books, that the reader might ſee whether an 
thing had been omitted by the copyiſts. And in thi 
teſpect it may be affirmed, that if the primitive Chridf 


tians did not number the words, they numbered ti 
B N 


letters of the New Teſtament “. 
IF —— 1 5 
HI. 
Of the preſent verſes. 


HE Verſes, into which the New Teſtament 

I now divided, are more modern, and an imitatidf 
the diviſion of the Old Teſtament ; Robert Stephen 
the firſt inventor, introduced them in his edition of ti 
year 1551. He made this diviſion on a journey fra 


preface to the Concordance of the New Teſtament, | 
made it inter equitandum. I apprehend this muſt me: 
that when he was weary of riding, he amuſed himl 
with this work at his inn. The wild and indigeſted 1 

vention of the learned printer was ſoon introduced into 
the editions of the New Teſtament ; and it muſt be cc 
feſſed, that, in quoting and conſulting the Bible, th 
is great uſe in the diviſion into verſes. At leaſt no C0 
cordance could have been made, if the New Teſtam 
had not been ſubdivided into ſmaller parts. But the 
terpretation of this ſacred book has ſuffered greatly | 
this diviſion. For; not to mention that Stephens 0 

ends a verſe at the wrong place, againſt the ſenſe of W 
paſſage, the diviſion itſelf is quite contrary to the nal 
of the epiſtles, which are connected; whereas ſepa 


of the unlearned, as ſo many detached ſentences. He 


aroſe the cuſtom of explaining each verſe — 


2 


mich has ſometimes produced a very falſe interpretation. 
Bud. Wetſtein and Chr. Fr. Sinner have ſhewn this in- 
anrenience, in particular diſſertations, De diſtinctionibus 
Nov. Teſt. and Rumpeus, in his Comm. crit. in Nov. 
le. ſect. 37. enumerates the other complainants on 
ths head, among whom we muſt reckon Mr. Locke, 
In his eſſay for the underſtanding of St. Paul's epiſtles. 
ks to be wiſhed, that the verſes had been formed, not 
fom the ſenſe, but from the number of letters, like the 
chi of the ancients, for in that caſe, they could not 
he done ſuch violence to the meaning of the author. 
towever, it is now become neceffary, unleſs we reſolve 
b render uſeleſs all the theological works hitherto pub 

lbed, to abide by Stephens's diviſion, and only to take 
are, in editions of the New Teſtament, not to break off 
le line with the verſe. The verſes may be continued 
ntdout interruption, and the Bible may be rendered 
qully uſeful for references, by printing the numbers 
a tie margin, as Bengel has done in his edition of the 
beck Teſtament **, 


END OF VOL II. PART 1. 
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ADDENDA ET CORRIGEN DA. 


b. 534, 1. 1. r. bibliotheca. 

5.544. 1.8. r. Philoxenianam. | 
5.662. Note 3. 1. 20. for © general,” r. © genuine.” 
b. 


bz. Note 12. 1.9. r. of St. John.” 

. 577. I. 12. for original,“ r. marginal.“ 5 
— laſt line but one, r. ſince Ridley's Codex Heracfeenſis.“ 

f. 583. 1.27. for Sud, r. Jud. 

. 588. L. 28. r. arwex Imai 


P.cq7. at the end of Note 2. add, Profeſſor Birch, in his Prol. 
b. has deſcribed another MS. of the N. T. in Greek and Arabic, 


lich is preſerved in the library of St. Mark at Venice.” 
7.022. Note 2. 1. 3. r. But. 


5.043. at the end of Note 5. add, It appears from Dr. Holmes's 
With annual account, (p. 15—17.) which is juſt publiſhed, that the 
Wation of MSS. in the Vatican for his edition of the Septuagint goes 
Auithout interruption.” | | 
2.01). 1.8, 9. r. Emmanuel. 

1.623. Note 3. 1. 3. r. De Officiis Lib. I. c. 18. | 
0.654. J. 22. for © in general,” r. very frequently.” ; 
1.002. At the end of Note 40. add, There was another MS. of 
* Greek Teſtament ſold at Dr. Aſkew's ſale, which I neglected to 
ation. It is an Evangeliſtarium, which formerly belonged to Dr. 
ad, is quoted by Wetſtein by the title Codex Meadi 2. and is now 
property of Mademoiſelle d' Eon. See Note 211. | 
664. Note 45. 1.5. after © colleQtion,” add is. | 

1.675. Note 86. 1. 7. r. Allatio. 


7 Note 114. I. 22. for“ both of them,“ r. the Codex g and 
Mr Bezæ.“ | ; 


91. 1.20. for © three,” r. five. 


700. J. 9. for © Note xii. to ch. 37.” r. Note 37. to ch. xii.? 
=— Note 120. I. 4. r. monachum. 


110. 1.20. eraſe the words part of each.” | 
F710. 1.38. Obſerve that the year 396 was properly the year in 
Ki the epiſtles of St. Paul were divided into ſections, and that Eu- 
is divided the Acts of the Apoſtles, and the catholic epiſtles, ſe- 


fears later, a circumſtance which gives additional ſtrength to 
eien made in the following page. | | 


113. 1.27, add. © there is likewiſe a material difference in the p.” 
115. 1.6. for © circumſtance,” r. concluſion.” 
Ta Note 28. r. Emmanuel. 5 


79. At the end of Note 132. add, The MS. marked Kk, 6. 4. 
5 Codex Stephani . See the table of Stephens's MSS. in Note 


. Note 188. Eraſe the firſt ſentence of this note; it is a miſ- 


P. 753. 
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between this paſſage of the Cod. Britannicus, and the Complutenſa 1 
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4's ADDENDA ET CORRIGENDA. 


P. 755. At the end of Note 320. add, © Eraſmus likewiſe, in ui 
obſervations on 1 John v. 7. in his edition of 1527, draws a parallel 


edition, but takes no notice of any difference with reſpe& to thi 
omiſſion of , and a . 8 
P. 76. Note 224. L 3. Gaſe 6.“ | 
P. 755. 1.25. for © twelfth century,” r. © thirteenth century. 
—— 1. 40. eraſe Kk, 5. 35.“ and in the preceding line, fe 
three, read © two. | ; - 
P. 736. At the end of Note 286. make the ſame addition as aboy 
i P. hog 1. 18. for © Heb. r. *Hihb.? 
P. 802. At the end of Note 326. add, Since this note was prints 
off, I have met with a book called the Conſiderator conſidered, 
Br. Walton, D.D. Lond. 1659, 8vo. In this book, p. 143. Walt 
fxys, © As for that MS. of St. Paul's Epiſtles in Emanuel Colledg 
though there was another MS. 1n the ſame Colledge, of the Goſpel 
and Acts, whoſe name was caſually omitted in the Catalogue,” & 
and a few lines further, „ Thoſe readings of that MS. came to ha 
after the reſt were finiſhed, and after the Catalogue of the MSS. wil 
drawn up ready for the Preſſe, whereby the name of this MS, 
forgotten to be inſerted in the Catalogue.” It appears dien that 
Walton's time there actually was a MS. of the Goſpels and Acts 
Emmanuel College, (perhaps the property of one of the Fellows, 
no mention is made of it in any catalogue of MSS. in the College 
brary) ; but as Walton ſays that the collation was not ſent to him till 
the Catalogue of the (which is prefixed to the Var. Left. in 
laſt volume of the London Polyglot) was ready for the preſs, the 
was probably in Em. College after the death of Uſher, and there 
not the ſame as the Codex Uſſerii tete. 
P. 831. Note 9. l. 10. r. vel. 
P. 830. 1. 3. add, Or perhaps the date IN is a falfe one, as 
Complutenſian edition was not delivered to the public before 1 52: 
P. 839. I. 15. r. conquzſivimus.? 
P. 845. laſt line, r. Rhenanus. | 
P. $63. Note 70. I. 6. for © participle,” r. particle.” 
P. 864. Note 56. 1.2. r. preceded. 25 
P. 865. Note 79. I. 5. after Fgaryyo, add, Or perhaps U 
W error. ö 
P. 873. I. 35. r. Hieroſolymitana. 
1 1. 20. for © bottom, r.“ top. 
F.280.-1.2. Sr a7 £1 ot 
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C NR VII. 
(ritcal review of the ancient verſions of the New Teſtament. 
OS ro 


1 ä PAGE I. '. 
IN the Philoſophical Tranſactions for the year 1699 

Vol. xx1. p. 359-365, is an eſſay entitled A cal- 
mation of the credibility of human teſtimony. This 
nt has been taken by the learned Knittel, who in his 
ummentary on a fragment of Ulphilas, p. 169-—197, 
s examined by mathematical rules the evidence, for 
nd againſt the readings of the Greek Teſtament, and 
lied for that purpoſe even Algebraical ſeries. 


PAGE 3. 

2. Dr. Michaelis, the father of our author, who de- 
Med his whole life to the ſtudy of the Polyglot, cau- 
0s every collector of various readings not to take them 
um the Latin tranſlations of the Oriental verſions, but 
' cenſures not theſe tranſlations, ſo highly as our author. 
* nterpretationes Latinæ funt, vel ad ſenſum magis 
Wn ad literas et verba comparatæ, vel ſuis fubinde 
Want nævis. 
C. B. Michaelis Tractatio critica de var. lec- 

tionibus N. T. & 32. | 


ot! - 
1 1.3 PAGE: I 


* : y on 
8 * 21 * 
* K 0 | 
FS * { 
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89 4 


8 | | PAGE ** 
3. See Fabricii Bibliothca Græca Tom. IV. p. 191— 
203, and Waltoni Prolegom. v. x. xiii, xiv, xv. xvi. 


+ An accurate account of the verſions of the Bible, both! wo 
| ancient and modern, is given in Walch's Bibliotheca "M 
Theologica, Tom. iv. p. 45—166: But the moſt com. . 
= plete deſcription, eſpecially of the various editions, is in 'L 
Le Long's Bibliotheca ſacra, ed. Maſch, Pars II. Tom. = 
I. II. III. This excellent edition, which is by far the M 
beſt, was publiſhed at Halle in 6 Vols. 4to, 1778— 
1790. 47 0 6. 
rn. "y 
1 | wurſe 
| "| PAGE 4. ff 
4 1. Dr. Hirt's Orientaliſche Bibliothek, or Oriental lhe Gr 
| Library, was a periodical publication begun in 1772 and de 
| cloſed in 1773, it was printed at Jena and confiſts fle pa 
| 8 Vols. 8vo. Extracts will be given from this work Wn 
| whenever our author particularly refers to it, 6 E 
| w | Is tu: 
| | „„ © ry CH. 8. It 
2. The Syriac name 9.2 ſignifies not only ſimplex, Wren 
but rectus, being derived from S extendit. It is pro-· beg 
bable therefore that the Syrians intended to expreſs, Vent 
Peſhito, the correct or faithful verſion. E. 
| | PAGE 6. | & Gre 
3. Inſtead of the expreſſions 4> ſacerdos, 0 55 * 
or 14>) = princeps ſacerdotum, and e Hacer 
tium, which are uſed in the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, i 
the Arabic verſion publiſhed by Erpenius, the word YM 
| gy d in the Arabi.” ** 
8EpEVS, HEXLEREVS and $£pwWoun ATC rendered in ; Mac v. 
of the 3 by AS, Nes / and Us o MS: 
in the epiſtle to the Hebrews, as well as in the _ ac T. 
books of the N. T. When our author ſays that I cont; 
ſenſe of ſacerdos is not aſcribed to ,a> in the Arab; Piles, 
Lexicons, he muſt mean thoſe, which were written My at 


nativy 


plex, | 
8 pro- 
{s, by 


WN 
cerdo- 


es. 
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ative Arabs, for this ſenſe is given it in the Lexicon 


Heptaglotton. 

4. Our author here obſerves that YDW when followed 
y the prefix I ſignifies * to obey. The direct or ob- 
lque government therefore of YARW is attended with the 
kme diſtinction, as in the Latin word auſculto. 

. The title of this work is, I. D. Michaelis Gram- 
mtica Syriaca, Hale 1784. : | 


JJ 3 
b. That the Syriac tranſlator of the Epiſtle to the 
Hebrews rendered vieg au ki cu, f one e ge 


ch. 1, 5. by a. [a] Aa] = without having re- 


wurſe to the Syriac verſion of Pſalm ii. 7. is not only 
wile, as this is the literal and obvious tranſlation of 
te Greek, but even probable, becauſe the words imme- 
lcly preceding are [a> | dixit Deus, whereas in 
& pallage of the Pſalm we find not le but Lr 
minus. 
7. Heb. i. 13. the reading is d lv ſub pedi- 
Ms tuis, Nan on: Ss; TS pedibus tuis. : 

g. It is true that the Syriac text Heb. ii. 6—8. is ſo 


lkrent from the Syriac text Pſalm viii. 5—8. (viz. to 


e beginning of v. 8.) that they are undoubtedly inde- 
ndent tranſlations. But the reaſon, which our author 


Weis, for the neceſſity of a new tranſlation in the epiſtle 


the Hebrews, is not ſo obvious, for whoever compares 
e Greek and Syriac. texts, Pſalm viii. —8. will find 
lit they expreſs preciſely the ſame ſenſe, and that the 
hole Ufference conſiſts in the difference of the idioms. 


PAGE 8. | NO 

4. Moſes brought with him two manuſcripts of the 
Fac verſion. Storr de verſ. Syr. p. 19. But theſe 
o MSS. were probably not duplicates of the whole 
* Teſtament, but -only two different volumes, the 
,mMamng the Goſpels, the other the Acts and the 
es. The former is ſtill preſerved in the imperial 
dux at Vienna, and noted Codex Lambecii 258, as 

W | | 1 1 


% 


£36 NOTES TO CHAP. vrt. SECT. 11. 
is related by Adler in his Bibliſch-critiſche Reiſe, p. 14 
Le Long, in his Bibl. ſacra, Tom. I. p. 101. ed. Par 
1723, or P. I. p. 189. ed. Boerner, relates on the authol 
rity of Maſius, that it was written at Moſul on the T. 
. 8 
10. Widmanſtad, in the preface to his edition oft 
Syriac N. T. ſign. a * * 3. (the pages of the prefaq 
are not numbered) relates that he began to learn ther 
diments of Syriac in 1529 from Theſeus Ambroſius, 
learned civilian, who had been inſtructed in that languaꝗ . 11 

by the three Syrian prieſts, Acurius, Moſes, and Hela 
who were ſent as deputies from Syria to the Latera ther « 
council held under Leo X. EI 
11. In ſupport of the affertion that Widmanſtad wi yt, 
_ aſſiſted by Poſtell, Dr. Hirt appeals to his Coſmogii I 
phia, in pref. ad Imperatorem Ferdinandum, Baſil 
1561, 4to. | ; *. in 

8 | PAGE 9. | 
12. The edition of Widmanſtad has no date on tied b 
title page, which is the reaſon why many of the learnd 
not excepting Schaaf, were led into error by the date 
nexed to the arms of the printer. But no doubt can 
made that 1555 is the true date, as it is repeated 
ſeveral places. 1. The preface addrefled to the Empe Ch, 
Ferdinand is ſubſcribed Viennæ Auſtriace v. Id. Jan 
Anno M. D. LV. 2. The addreſs of the Emperor pft 
ed immediately before the Goſpel of St. Matthen 
ſigned, Anno a Chriſto nato M. D. LV. 3. At the e 
of the Goſpel of St. Matthew, fol. 34, we find Vie 
Auſtriacae xi Februarii, Anno xvi* a Chriſti nat 
quinquageſimo quinto. The date 1555 is likewik 
| peated at the beginning and end of the other Goſpeb 
- the end of the Epiſtles of St. Paul, and of the Ad 
the · Apoſtles, at the beginning of the Epiſtle of 
James, and laſtly at the end of the volume is, Adh 


exitum perductum eft divinum hoc opus anno 4 OA Wundaj 
nativitate M. p. LV. xxvit. Septembris. In thoſe c the 
In which the arms of the printer are not ſtamped, Wi a Joh! 
edition 


reverſe of the title-leaf is a blank page. 


13. 
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13. The German title of this work is Nachricht von 
mer Halliſchen Bibliothek. It was a periodical publica- 
tn by Dr. Baumgarten, printed between the years 1748 
xd 1751, in_eight vols. 8y0. But the account there 
men of the Widmanſtad edition, is not ſo accurate, as 
ut given by Dr. Hirt. 

14. The account given by Dr. Hirt of the Widmanſtad 
lion of the Syriac N. T. is in his Orientaliſche Bibli- 
ek, Vol. II. p. 260—288. Vol. III. p. 257-268. 
fal. IV. p. 317—341, and Vol. V. p. 25—40. In the 
kond of theſe places the deſcription is critical, in the 
ther three chiefly hiſtorical: but as the nature of the 
ject hardly admits an extract, and a tranſlation of 
* whole would ſwell theſe notes to a diſproportionate 
le, I muſt confine the deſcription to the few following 
kticulars, The firſt fix lines of the title page are Sy- 
ic, in the Eſtrangelo character, the two laſt of which are 
Inted in ſmaller letters. They are immediately fol- 


on el by the Latin tranſlation Liber ſacroſancti Evan- 
car de Jeſu Chriſto Domino et Deo noſtro. Reliqua 


date 
t Cal 
eated 


codice comprehenſa pagina proxima indicabit. Un- 
this tranſlation is Div. Ferdinandi Rom. Imperatoris 
ati juſſu et liberalitate, characteribus et lingua Syra 


mp Chriſto, vernacula, divino ipſius ore conſecrata, et 
„Jana anne Evangeliſta Hebraica dicta ſcriptorio prelo dili- 
or pig der expreſſa. At the bottom of the page is another 
tt in the Eſtrangelo character, with the Latin tranſla- 
the . Principium ſapientiæ timor Domini. The work is 
d Weg ebomely printed in quarto. At the end of this Syriac 


nat) { 
kewl 


. (that is, immediately after the firſt epiſtle of St. 
a, the two laſt epiſtles with that of St, Jude, and the 

K of Revelation, as well as the ſecond epiſtle of St. 
e making no part of the Syrian canon) are two 
ks of leſſons, the one from the Goſpels, the other from 
cpiltles, appointed to be read in the Syrian church 
MWndays and holy days throughout the whole year. 
H the two celebrated paſſages John vii. gil. 11. 
1 John v. 7. are wanting. This rare and valu- 
tion therefore may be conſidered as a perfect pat- 
tern 
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tern of the genuine Peſhito, which cannot be ſaid 
any ſubſequent edition. This is likewiſe confirmed h 
Adler in his Verſiones Syriacæ, who after having de 
ſcribed eight MSS. of the old Syriac verſion ſays, P. 19 
In paucis quæ evolvi locis nullam ab editione Viennen 


diſcrepantiam reperi. The origin and progreſs of thi 0 
edition may be ſeen at length. in Le Long Bibliotheca 
ſacra, ed. Maſch, Pars II. Vol. I. p. 7159. "_0 

15. This catalogue of Errata is printed at the en Sy 
of the Preface, immediately before the Goſpel of SAS 191. 
Matthew, and contains only thoſe, which had been mad r B 
in the four Goſpels. With reſpect to the various read on 
ings printed in the midſt of theſe errata, Widmanſti rmell 
himſelf in the page immediately preceding them mak Hci 
the following remark, Propter pauca quædam loca int of 
typographicas emendationes notata hoc ſigno *, in q , 
bus libri Syrorum a noſtris diſcrepant, vel ob hiſtoriaſ ian 
adulteræ apud Johannem, quod et in Græcis exemp dat 
ribus non infrequens eſt, prætermiſſam, opus totum i T; 


calummiam ne reprehendito. Bruns obſerves that WI 
manſtad could mean by noſtris libris only Greek a 
Latin MSS. or editions; that the paſſages which are dan 
in his edition have been found in no manuſcript of i 
Syriac verſion, and that when admitted into later ec 
tions, they have either been tranſlated into Syriac byt 
editors themſelves, or copied from more modern Syn 
verſions, by which means the genuine Peſhito has be 
disfigured. The differences of which Widmanſtad [peu i 1915 
are omiſſions in the following verſes: Matth. x. 8. xx\ 
35. Luke xxii. 17. 18. and the omiſſion of the ſia, Tha 
of the adultereſs, John viii. 1—11. It may be like 
remarked that a liſt of Errata is likewiſe printed 1m Frriac 
diately before the epiſtles of St. Paul, none of which kperial 

marked with an aſteriſk : but before the three cath: 
epiſtles is no liſt either of errata or various reading. Ty t. 
Widmanſtad therefore thought no apology neceſſary lt of 
the omiſſion of 1 John v. 7. . | 
16. Muller: Symbolæ Syriacæ were printed in 16 the eq 
Ato: but the work 1s very difficult to be procured, Mi, 1. 
| TO OK * 
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j. Theſe four texts are printed in parallel columns, 
$that they form a kind of Polyglot. 


PAGE 10. | | 

18. This charge is made by Simon in his Hiſtoire 
mique des verſions du N. T. ch. 14. where a deſcrip- 
1s given of the edition of Tremellius. But Dr. Hirt, 
ho has examined with great accuracy the editions of 
& Syriac verſion, aſſerts in his Orient. Bibl. Vol. II. 
| 191. that the charge is ungrounded. Beſides, Pro- 
Wor Bruns, in his effay on the editions of the Syriac 
fon (Repertorium, Vol. XV. p. 158.) obſerves that 
Wlimellius frequently quotes, in the margin of his edition, 
& Heidelberg MS. by name, and that in almoſt every 
K of the New Teſtament. He produces likewiſe ex- 
Mies, in which Tremiellius has deviated from the text 
Niadmanſtad, on the authority of this MS. and re- 
ie taat at the end of the work is a liſt of paſſages, to 
cn Tremellius prefixed the following ſuperſcription, 
u quidam in quorum ſcripturà partim peccarunt 
be, partim codex Viennenſis ex Heidelbergenſi eſt 
tendandus. That this manuſcript was brought from 
kidelderg to Rome, where it is at preſent preſerved in 
Vatican, is related by Le Long in his Bibliotheca 
v T. J. p. 184. ed. Boerner. or Tom. I. p. 99. ed. 
U. 1723, Müller, in his diſſertation on the Syriac 
fon, p. 40. relates on the authority of Rutgher Spey, 
In as at that time nine hundred years old. 
. Repertorium, Vol. XV. p. 157. 
b. That Tremellius uſed Hebrew inſtead of Syriac 
as was rather a matter of neceſſity than choice, as 
ac types at that time exiſted, except thoſe of 
Mperia] printing houſe in Vienna. Hirt's Or. Bibl. 

p. 294. | OY 
Jo the notes which have been already taken from 
at of Hirt's Or. Bibl. may be added, that in the 
mof Tremellius thoſe books are omitted, which are 
the edition of Widmanſtad. Likewiſe John vu. 
W. 11. and 1 John v. 7. though with this diffe- 


rence, 
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rence, that Tremellius has left a vacant ſpace for th 
paſſages, in the former of which he has the follow; 
note, Vacat hæc pagina quod hiſtoria de adultera in i 
terpretatione Syriaca non exſtat: in the latter, Toty 
ſeptimum verſiculum Syrum Teſtamentum omittit, ſiq 
etiam multi Græci codices, qui ita reſtitui poſſet. 
then takes the liberty to ſubjoin his own Syriac tranſ 
tion of this verſe, which ſubſequent editors have inſert 
in the text, as a part of the genuine Peſhito. In oth 
inſtances Tremellius has departed from the text of f 
Vienna edition, when ſupported by the authority of 
Heidelberg manuſcript. (Repertorium, XV. 158.) A 
even without the authority of any Syriac MS. he 
made alterations in Matth. x. 8. and Luke Xi. 
18. (Repertorium, XV. 156, 157.) For a further q bh 
{cription of this edition of Tremellius, ſee Le Lo 
Bibl. ſacra, ed. Maſch, P. I. p. 408. 
22. By the Biblia Regia, our author underſtands MM... « 
Antwerp Polyglot, publiſhed in 1569—: 572, in OA 
- folio, of which a deſcription is given in Le Long's bu * 
tacra, ed. Maſch, P. I. p. 340—349. See allo P. rs 0, 
Vol. I. p. 83, 84 | 1 
23. This is related by Simon in his Hitt. crit. 
verſ. du N. T. ch. 14. and he adds that Poſtel 
cured it for Bomberg. It is probably, therefore, 
ſame as that which is known under the name of the \ 
dex Colonienſis, from which Rapheling ſelected van 
readings. This MS. conſiſts of two volumes; the Wi 1 
contains the four Goſpels, and forms of prayer toy... 
uſed in the ceremony of baptiſm ; the ſecond cont A 
the Acts, the firſt epiſtle of St. James, the firſt of 
Peter, and the firſt of St. John, and laſtly, the fou 
epiſtles of St. Paul in the uſual order. The ſubrp the f 
at the end of the MS. is partly effaced, ſo that the] of 
in which it was written, cannot be determined: A 
a Latin note added by Poſtell, is faid, In lingua & 
hoc eſt Syriaca hoc volumen ſcriptum anno * unterm 
1500. For this information J am indebted to 119 


Th. . ards purchaled 
Faulus. This manuſcript was after oy Hei 


— — 9 
3 — — — 


. 42 
„ 
» 
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N Heinſius, from whoſe hands it came into the Bibli- 
theca Colbertina. See Le Long's Bibliotheca ſacra, 
Jum. I. p. 99. ed. Parif. 1723, or ed. Boerner, Lipſiæ 
rg, P. I. p. 188. At preſent it is preſerved in the 
Inerfity Library at Leyden, where it is marked Num. 
gs. See p. 410. N'. 26. of the Leyden Catalogue, 
wbliſhed in 1716, folio. | 


PAGE II. 

24. Textus Syriacus ex editione Widmanſtadu Vien- 
e 1555 emiſſa exſcriptus cum MSto. Colonienſi eſt 
platus. 

Le Long Bibl. ſacra, ed. Maſch, P. I. p. 348. 
1%. No MS. of the Peſhito has been diſcovered in 
lich this verſe is found, though in the Amſterdam 
B. (which is however of no authority, it being written 
11700) it is added in the margin. See Adler's Ver- 
us Syriacz2, p. 33. This excellent work was pub- 
led at Copenhagen in 1789, 4to. A collation of this 
ltverp edition, with that of Widmanſtad, is given in 
ns Or. Bibl. Vol. V. p. 245—260.. Vol. VI. p. 453 
84. Vol. VII. p. 264—270. and Vol. VIII. p. 443 
05. under the title Collatio Widmanſtadii cum bib- 
Regis Antwerpienſibus. | 


PAGE 12. 

#6. It is moſt, probable that the octavo Antwerp edi- 
Mn of the Syriac N. T. was intended as a continuation 
Pantin's Hebrew Bible, printed in 1573 and 1574, 
kauſe it has no title-page, the only ſuperſcription be- 
m p, printed over the firft chapter of St. 
mew, and is of the ſame octavo ſize, and printed 
l the lame types. See Le- Long Bibl. facra, ed. 
Ih, F. I. Vo I. . da. | 

. This Codex Viennenſis is nothing more than the 


— 


Lnformed by Profeſſor Paulus, who has examined 
Wy of the Antwerp octavo edition in the Weimar 
It is interleaved, and on the blank pages a 
1 . former 


an edition, publiſhed by Widmanſtad, as I have 
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former proprietor of this copy has noted ſeveral, 
not all the readings, in which the Vienna and Antye 
editions differ, annexing to them ſometimes the wo 
Auſtriacum, at other times Viennenſe. Its critical val. 
therefore is not ſo great as our author conjectures. P 
feſſor Paulus hkewiſe mentioned that this copy has 
title-page, which confirms the account given in the pl 
ceding note. 

28. Dr. Hirt quotes here the title of this ſcarce e. 
tion. Novum Domini noſtri Jeſu Chriſti Teſtamentu 
Syriace, Antwerpiæ ex officina Chriſtophori Plan 
Architypographi Regii M. D. LX XV. He obſerves, f 
the ſame books and paſſages are wanting, as in the p 
ceding Antwerp editions, and that beſide the 380 p: 
of text, there are ſeven leaves of various readings q; 
lected by Rapheling from the Cologne MS. As! 
in poſſeſſion of this edition, as well as that of Widm 
ſtad, I will add, that the Latin title is preceded b 
Syriac title in Hebrew letters NY XPINT, that 
various readings occupy not ſeven leaves, but nine 
pages, and that Nun, the Syriac prefix to the qf 
is not changed into Jod, as in the edition of Tremel 


29. The Syriac text in the Paris edition of 158% 8 bi 
printed, like the Antwerp editions, in Hebrew let Aa 
without points : . 4 s 

20. To prevent miſtakes, it is neceſſary to obſe * b 
that the petſon whom our author here calls Le Fei Nun: 
the very ſame Guido Fabricius de la Boderie mentic ef 
Ne. 3. His French name was Guy le Fevre de h A ; 
derie. A deſcription of this edition may be ſeen in Fl 
Long Bibliotheca ſacra, ed. Maſch, P. I. p. 410. fol 
bs © PAGE 14 5 Kerr 

31. See Le Long Bibl. ſacra, ed. Maſch, P.! * 
391. and P. II. Vol. I. p. 84. bodle; 

32. Profeſſor Bruns here obſerves, that even the ei as 


of the preſs, which had been noted by Tremellius, 
transferred from his edition to that of Hutter. 


ſ 
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nany examples, he has ſelected the following, Matth. 
I, 23. XVI. 2 1. XX. 23. XXVi. 55. 61. 

33. Polyglotta Londin. Tom. VI. p. 51—5g6. | 
14. See Le Long Bibl. facra, ed. Maſch, P. IE. 
id. I. p. 82. A lift of readings, in which the editions 
Troſt and Plantin differ from that of Widmanſtad, is 
men by Hirt, in his Orient. Bibl. Vol. III. p. 259— 
100 


5 


PAGE 15. | | 
35. For a deſcription of this MS. fee Le Long Bibl. 
km, ed. Maſch, P. II. Vol. I. p. 97. It was after- 
zds depoſited in the Univerſity Library at Leyden, 
ere it is marked Ne. 18. among Scaliger's manuſcripts. 


Id. Catalogum bibliothece publice academiæ Lug- 


Pro- Batavæ, p. 405. : 

. This work was printed at Leyden in 1648, 4to. 
| WW re-printed at Amſterdam, with additions from the 
am lors manuſcript in 1693, fol. The date therefore 
5 boned by our author muſt be an erratum. 5 


$7. Pococke made uſe of only one Syriac manuſcript, 
ch he found in the Bodleian library, as appears from 
E tide, Epiſtolæ quatuor, Petri ſecunda, Johannis ſe- 
nn et tertia, et Judz fratris Jacobi una: ex celeber- 
bz bibliothecæ Bodleianz Oxonienſis manuſcripto ex- 
Nan nunc primum depromptæ, et charactere He- 
o, verſione latina notiſque quibuſdam inſignitæ. 
daa et ſtudio Edvardi Pococke, Angli-Oxonienſis. 


e "y un Batavorum, 16 30, 4to. In the firſt page of 
—_— . preface he deſcribes this manuſcript in the following 
oo ga, Continebat eas pulcherrimum exemplar MS. 


blothect Bodleianæ, una cum Actis Apoſtolorum, et 
Atolls cæteris catholicis, eo ordine, quo in Grecis 
Fit codicibus, diſpoſitæ. This manuſcript is probably 
K Which is now marked in the Bodleian library A, 
55 126, and deſcribed by Uri in his Catalogue of 
alen MSS. p. 5. N?. 19. among the Syriac ma- 
SPS: for this is the only Syriac manuſcript in the 
een library, which correſponds to Pococke's de- 
won, A miſtake which Le Long had made in 2 
; | gar 


8 
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feſſor Paulus, that among the MSS. formerly in the pq; 


page of his epiſtle dedicatory, Perlegebam avide! 


vocalibus ad Syrorum normam ornato charactere, 8 


| pointed throughout. | bn, « 1 
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gard to this MS. is rectified by Ridley, ſect. 12. N'. . 
Namely, Le Long had aſſerted that the manuſcript 
from which Pococke printed the four catholic epiſtley 
was preſerved in the library of Biſhop Moore, which li 
brary was afterwards purchaſed by George J. for t 
Univerſity of Cambridge. On which Ridley remark 
* Cantabrigiam profectus hune codicem pervolvi, quel 
peſſime deſcriptum deprehendi : non Philoxeniam, ſe 
Simplicem exhibet verſionem, juxta hunc igitur nd 
prodierunt quatuor quæ deſunt epiſtolæ canonice ſtud 
Cel. Pocockii; et non quatuor tantum iſtas ſed omn 
ſeptem epiſtolas canonicas ibi fruſtra quæſiveris. Th 


manuſcript is now marked in the Univerſity Library 
Cambridge Ff. 2. 15. I have been informed by Pr 


ſeſſion of Dr. Pococke, is a perfectly freſh copy of the 
four Syriac catholic epiſtles written in Hebrew lette 
which he ſuppoſes to be a tranſcript, which the learn 
editor had made for his own uſe in the publication 
the work: and this conjecture of the learned Profefl 
is confirmed by what Pococke himſelf ſays in the ſeco 


epiſtolas ; inde nec tranſcribere tam ſuo, quam Eb lic vert 


copies o 
Kine 
el, 8 | 
dual h 
N Lodex ] 
Crit to 
tl that 


vatus ſum.” 
38. See rather Le Long Bibl. ſacra, ed. Maſch, P. 
Vol. I. p. 96, 97. | | 
39. See Walchii Bibliotheca theologica, Tom. 
p-. 170. and Waltoni Prolegomena, p. 89. 
40. For that reaſon, in Widmanſtad's edition, vi 
may be conſidered as a copy of the manuſcript ſen 
Europe. by the Syrian Patriarch, the words are 


0 5175 PAGE 16. | 

41. With reſpect to this paſſage, we find in the 1 5 
don Polyglot, Vol. V. p. 440. the following fel a 
Tota hec pericope ſequens in omnibus exemplar & Gutbjc 


Syriacis adhuc editis deeſt, quam ex inſtructiſſima 
. 1 | veendi 
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endiſſimi Præſulis J. Uſſeri Archiep. Armachani bib- 
lotheca depromptam exhibemus. Since that time, no 
ne has ever heard of this manuſcript of Ap. Uſher, nor 
zit enumerated in the Catalogue of Uſher's manuſcripts, 
mated in the Catalogi MStorum Angliz et Hiberniæ 
6 unum collecti, Tom. II. P. II. p. 16—48.; but it 
nuſt have been one of the later copies of the Philoxe- 
wan verſion, in which the ſtory of the adultereſs is added 
nthe margin. For I have collated the Syriac text, John 
fl, 1—11. as printed in the London Polyglot, from 


«the Philoxenian verſion, printed in Adler's Verſiones 
Friacz, p. 57. and found that the fix firſt verſes agree, 
wrd for word, and letter for letter, and that in the fol- 
bring verſes are only four trifling differences in ſingle 
words. I have likewiſe collated the text of this paſſage 
u the London Polyglot, with that of the Codex Barta. 
lbei, printed in White's edition of the Philoxenian ver- 
bn, Tom. I. p. 5 59. and here again found ſo remark- 
dle a coincidence, as to leave no room for doubt, that 


bs i three MSS. contain the text of one and the ſame 
de! tanflation of this paſſage. The editors therefore of the 
Th London Polyglot have printed, as a part of the old Sy- 


lic verſion, a paſſage which is found only in the later 
pies of the new. It is wanting not only in the Peſhito, 
it in the genuine copies of the Philoxenian (Adler's 
ſal. Syr. p. 55.) and was added in the latter as a mar- 
faul ſcholion, the tranſlation being aſcribed in Ridley's 
er Barſalibæi to Mar Abba, in the Paris manu- 
apt to one Paul a monk. It may however be remark- 
0 that the paſſage is found in the Verſio Syra Hiero- 
ymitana, which will be deſcribed in- the ſequel. 
42. A deſcription of it may be ſeen in Le Long Bibl. 
„ed. Maſch, P. II. Vol. I. p. 86. 


the ; PAGE I7- 833 | 

„ rem 15 Dr. Hirt, in his Or. Bibl. Vol. II. p. 321. ſays 
_ i thoſe copies belong to the genuine edition corrected 
| F Gutbier himſelf, in which the figures, prefixed to the 


J 
Vou, Il, % Mm verſes 


lv. Uſher's MS., with the text of the Paris manuſcript 
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verſes in the Goſpel of St. Matthew, are ſmaller than in 
the other Goſpels, and that thoſe, in which the figures 
are of equal ſize, are a re-tmprefſion. I have a copy of 
this edition, which, according to the preceding criterion, 
is the genuine, which has not only a Latin title- page, 
with the date 1664, but likewiſe a copper-plate en 
graved by Helburg, and adorned with various figures, 
in the middle of which is a Syriac, as well as a Latin 


0 our 
ſunce. 
St.! 


2 

title, with the date 1663. Perhaps this is likewiſe 3. 
mark of the genuine edition. L uſed 
44. See Le Long Bibl. ſacra, ed. Maſch, P. II. Vol. Ie, 
p. 81. | 5 | ate 


45. Produt Novum Teſtamentum Schaafianum jam & 
anno 1708, et ipſa præfatio Kal. Martii ejuſdem anni 
data eſt, quapropter editionem ad annum præcedente 
retulimus, dum prima exemplaria annum 1708 in fronq 
oſtendunt. Frequentiora ſunt ejuſdem editionis exem 
plaria, quibus novus titulus 1709 præmiſſus eſt. Editi 
ſecunda Lugduni 1717 priori emendatior et auctior. 
8 Le Long Bibl. ſacra, ed. Maſch 

| P. II. Tom. I. p. 89, 90. 
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46. To the editions of the Syriac New Teftamen 
enumerated by our author, may be added, Novum Te 
ramentum Syriacum et Arabicum, Romæ 1703, Tom. I 
folio. It was publiſhed by the Propaganda, for the uk 
of the Maromte Chriſtians in Syria, but it is probabl 
of no value to a critic. 


XI. 7% a 

70 Une e 

PAGE 19. 5 who 

1. Our author here means Dr. Ridley's Codex 3, WMP ts f 
Codex Barſalibæi, which he has deſcribed in the 13 poba 
and 14". fections of his Differtatio de verſionibus Vinh; 
A | | pl exp. 


2. Theſe examples were commun icated by Dr. Rid ual | 


} 4 


j 


n 
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1 our author: but a more complete catalogue of in- 
ſances not only from the Acts, but alſo from the epiſtles 
St. Paul, may be ſeen in the 14". ſection of his Dif, 
erert, Syriacis. He has produced none from the Goſ- 
b, becauſe theſe are the Philoxemian verſion, and can- 
it therefore be applied with ſo much propriety, in cor- 
ng the printed text of the Peſhito. 
3. Our author is not accurate in ſaying that 2228 
uled for ao Aeyw, for it is the tranſlation of wars 
Ine, a:yw being rendered by , and it ſeems to be 
material in the preſent inſtance, whether for mac; we 
ad 22322 © omnibus vobis,” or S omnibus 
| ) 
4 Ads 1. 12. 
on Cur author is miſtaken in ſaying that xomwne, Acts 
em. is tranſlated by Lr ol, for xo 15 tranſlated 
ati 0 ſubſtantive, but is expreſſed in the participle 
= was communicantes, and LO o Þj29 is the 
Aach aſlation of TH XAGQTEL TS TE, 
b. Our author can mean only in compariſon with the 
tor of the Philoxenian verſion. 
„ The Erpenian Arabic, like the old Syriac tranſ- 
damen bas expreſſed zanone by no ſubſtantive whatſoever, 
n To !! is here likewiſe implied in the verb . 
om. I author's argument therefore is not only without 
the ue but devoid of meaning. His intention is to ſhew 
robab 447-0), Acts ii. 42. is not the word that was uſed 
lie old Syriac tranſlator, but the reſult of a modern 
ion: the argument for this opinion may be ſtated 
le following manner. In the Syriac verſion, for a 
au u apry, the printed text is Loft 1. 1, ©4111 
me euchariſtiæ;' but the Erpenian Arabic tranſ- 
t ho tranſlated the Acts immediately from the Sy- 
las ſimply gs, in fractione panis.“ 
pobable therefore that the genuine reading, which 
\nbic tranſlator found in the Syriac, was ſome word 
Pl expreſſiye of bread, ſuch as , ſor inſtance, 
Wal tranflation of agros. This ſeems to be the 
Mm 2 cleareſt 
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cleareſt ſtatement ; but the argument is at beſt of litt 
weight, as the word exaeari, though adopted in t 
Syriac, does not appear to have been ever adopted i 
Arabic. (Lex. Hept. p. 58.) The Arabic tranſlate 
therefore could not have uſed it, even had he found 
in the Syriac verſion. That euchariſtia' had not a 


time of the Syriac tranſlator, depends on the age 
which he lived, and we may rather apply this very won. 
to which no critical objection can be made, as an ag n 
ment that the old Syriac verſion was not made in t 
firſt, or even before the middle of the ſecond centu 
than, preſuppoſing its high antiquity, condemn the wc 
as ſpurious. | 

8. That the Erpenian Arabic tranſlator has uſedf 
phraſe expreſſive of Corpus Chriſti, and not = p 
which is found in the ſame paſſage in the Arabic of 


Polyglot, is rather a proof that he actually found [22e \ 


in his copy of the Syriac verſion, than fimply 0 
panis, which he has uſually tranſlated by 52. 5 


PAGE' 20. | L 

9. =: ha] is not neceſſarily an interrogii o. 
for though rendered in the London Polyglot © quomi m 
autem dixit ? it may with equal propriety be fendt 


in voce Al. Nor is it an argument, that the Ar 
tranſlator has uſed J5 cas, for wa is uſed | 
affirmatively and interrogatively. Lex. Hept. p.! 
10. Perhaps this is an erratum for 4) © ſup ! 
PAGE 21, | 

11. This taſk has been in ſome meaſure execun 4 l 
Profeſſor Adler, in the firſt part of his Verſiones di e 
Simplex, Philoxeniana, et Hieroſolymitana. H 
1789, 4to. But as this learned writer has mention 
MSS. only which he had himſelf examined, the 
logue might be augmented by many others. L 


l * 
n 
A I 7 
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n his Bibliotheca ſacra, Tom. I. p. 98— 102. ed. Pariſ. 
1723, or ed. Boerner, P. I. p. 183—192. has alſo men- 
wned ſeveral Syriac manuſcripts of the New Teſtament. 
The Syriac manuſcripts of the N. T. preſerved in the 
ferent libraries of England and Ireland, are deſcribed 
the Catalogi librorum manuſcriptorum Angliz et 
Hberniz in unum collecti, Oxoniæ 1697, fol. Thoſe 
which are preſerved in the Bodleian library are deſcribed 
athe following work. Bibliothecæ Bodleianæ codicum 
mnuſcriptorum orientalium, vid. Hebraicorum, Chal- 
kicorum, Syriacorum, Æthiopicorum, Arabicorum, 
kficorum, Turcicorum, Copticorumque catalogus, juſſu 
watorum præli academici a Joanne Uri confectus. 
Fas prima, Oxonu 1787, folio. - Thoſe in the royal 
Ibrary in Paris are deſcribed in the firſt volume of the 
azlogus Codicum MStorum Bibliothecæ Regiæ, Pa- 
Ilis 1739—1744, 4 tom. folio. The manuſcripts in 
be Vatican and Medicean libraries are deſcribed in the 
atzlogues publiſhed by the Aſſemani, the one printed 
Rome in 17 56, in 3 vols. folio, the other at Florence 
142, folio. The Vienna manuſcripts are deſcribed 
Lambecius, in his Commentaria de auguſtiſſima 
blotheca Cæſarea Vindobonenſi, in eight books or 
dumes, folio, printed at Vienna in 1665—1679, and 
printed with conſiderable additions by Kollar in 
106—1782. - The Leyden manuſcripts are deſcribed 
| the Catalogus librorum tum imprefforum quam 
orum Bibliothecæ Lugduno-Batave. Lugduni apud 
0s 1716, folio: and in the Supplement printed in 
ul, folio. 
PAGE 23. 
z. The arrangement is the ſame as in our canon, 
Keyt that the three catholic epiſtles of St. James, St. 
fer, and St. John, (the other four, with the book of 
ation, being not admitted, at leaſt in the time of 
del Jeſu) are placed before thoſe of St. Paul. But 
Wanſtad has a different arrangement, the three ca- 
lic epiſtles being printed at the end, and thole of St. 
pl before the Acts of the Apoſtles, in the ſame man- 
Fon Wetſtein's Greek Teſtament. 
| Mm 3 5 SG © 
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Ieſtame 
the Gyn 
Nriacæ, 


. 


PAGE 23. 
1. Bengel's remark, with reſpect to the Syriac verhon 
is the following, Coptica verſo et Syriaca valde inter fe, 
et cum Latinis congruunt : ambe autem permultis in 


locis Græcos codices a Latinis deſertos ita ſequuntur, ut 1. Oi 

fere pro immediatis haberi mereantur. Our author's r: WM oe of t. 

ference to p. 409. of the Introductio in criſin N. T. in, th; 

perhaps an erratum, for this treatiſe, as printed in th irlt cent 

ſecond edition of Bengel's Apparatus criticus, has o courſe it 
eighty pages. It is there p. 44. | country, 

| the N. 

2 | century. 

. ſable g1 

| Tian w 

PAGE 24. and ſtill 

1. See Note 8 to chap. vi. ſect. 10. 1 foreigr 

Where L. 

: PAGE 25. idle to fl 

2. See Grieſbach's Symbolæ criticæ, p. ix. deft L. 

tuned in 

PAGE 27. | lihed by 

3. That ene of the old Latin verſions was made u WH The 

a native Syrian, ſeems highly improbable. See Note ur is n. 
to the following ſection, and the Notes to the ten de great 

fourth ſection of this chapter. : ent lang 

4. See Michaelis Cure in Verſionem Syriacam AC, tanſlat io 

Apoſt. p. 175. compared with Note 1. to fect. 29.0 the very 

this chapter. Won ver 

5. This is what Grieſbach calls Recenſio Conftant! "ah tl 

nopolitana, and is the model, after which our common 3 
f 2 10 

printed editions have been regulated. Wee 

s 28. of 

6. A modern manuſcript of the Syriac New Te Roman h 

ment, written in the Eaſt Indies in 1700, and 4 10 7 Wer 

the Biſhop of Malabar to Schaaf the editor „ Inge 
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leſtament, is now preſerved in the library belonging to 
the Gymnaſium in Amſterdam. See Adler's Verhones 
MIACe, p. 31. 


- 


r 


PAGE 29. | 
1. Our author here alludes to his hypothefis, that 
me of the old Latin verfions was made by a native Sy- 
inn, that this Latin verſion was made at the end of the 
irſt century, and that this Syro-Latin tranſlator had re- 
curſe in different paſſages to the verſion of his own 
country, Hence it follows, that the Syriac verſion of 
the N. T. was made before the expiration of the firſt 
century. But the premiſes themſelves reſt on very un- 
ſable ground, for, 1. It is improbable that a native 
gran would undertake the taſk of a Latin tranſlator, 
ad ſtill more improbable that the Latin tranſlation of 
1 foreigner ſhould have been received in a country, 
mere Latin was the native language. 2. It is impoſ- 
ible to ſhew with any colour of argument, that even the 
weſt Latin tranſlations, ſuch as thoſe for inſtance con- 
laned in the Codd. Vercellenfis and Veronenfis, pub- 
hed by Blanchini, were made in the firſt century. 

2. The neceſſity of a Syriac tranſlation in the firſt cen- 
ry is not ſo obvious as our author contends, for in all 
the preat cities of Syria Greek was at that time the cur- 
ent language. But if we admit the uſefulneſs of ſuch a 
nanſlatzon, we muſt not conclude a poſſe ad eſſe; for on 
the very ſame principles we might infer, that the Anglo- 
axon verhon was made in the ſame century in which 
Ain the monk introduced the Chriſtian religion into 
gland, a verſion which its moſt zealous advocates 
Pace no higher than the year 700. Beſides, it is a mat- 
r of fact, though frequently denied, that in the early 
Wes of Chriſtianity, as well as in the later times of the 
Man hierarchy, not all the books of the New Teſta- 
peat were permitted to be read indiſcriminately by the 
F'Y in general; and as moſt of the Syrian prieſts in the 

| A m4 * 
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two firſt centuries underſtood Greek, a tranſlation was 


fords 
unneceflary. 1 


dition 
| | PAGE 30. 
3. It is well known that the works of Melito no longer 


_ exiſt, if we except a few detached fragments preſerve 6, 1 
by Euſebius in the 4®. book of his Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory died 
and his evidence for the antiquity of the Peſhito reſts on 
the authority of the following ſcholion, printed in the 
Roman edition of the Septuagint, Gen. xxii. 13. and "Ws 
there aſcribed to Melito. O Yupog xa o ECpacs Xpe ae four cat 
Ono, we oaPtepov Tvmev Tov 5"avpov. Now admitting thillhMrcn in 
ſcholion to he. genuine, which is however a matter Yan 
doubt, does it follow that o Zoęos denotes the Peſhito books 2 
Nay, it is impoſſible that the Peſhito can be meant mani B 
for this verſion, Gen, xxii. 13. has a word not expreſſing tterefor 
of XpE fates, bur of XAYTEYNCOMEVOS, the reading of the Sep made in 
tuagint. But the ſcholion is probably ſpurious, and uri ey cor 
ten long after the death of Melito ; for when the Ge tarchs 
fathers quote o Zuges, they underſtood not the Syriac ve Vidmaz 
ſion, but a work written in the fifth century. See Di $8 Th 
derlein's eſſay, entitled, Quis fit o Luęos Veteris Tei tod hi 
menti interpres, publiſhed at Altdorf in 1772. After I ketween 
were the ſcholion general, and the old Syriac verſion iſ iierarch 

tended to be expreſſed, the only inference that could WW 9. Th 
deduced would be, that the Syriac verſion of the Pen MTiac ve 
teuch exiſted before the cloſe of the ſecond century. tte irrup 
44. Our author here quotes Beauſobre Hiſt. du ManWiroduc: 
cheiſme, without referring to either volume, chapter, 10. Se 
page. But as he quotes it in ſupport of the opinion ir. fect. 
Manes was ignorant of Greek, he has-acted prudent [LT 
not ſpecifying the place, ſince Beauſobre entertains 4 Ws pub] 
re&ly contrary opinion, which he ſupports by ver) g under thi 
arguments. See his Hiſt. de Manichée et du M. ri Oper 
cheiſme, Tom. I. p. 95. The argument theretore The firſt 
the antiquity of the Syriac verſion, drawn from the] ck the w. 
tended ignorance of Manes, falls to the ground. fes on t] 

5. But as the ſame Syrian tradition, which refers Od Teſt 

verſion of the New Teſtament to the firſt centuſ, ck quotati 


fers that of the Old Teſtament to the age of Solo i 


= 
| EC 
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fords at leaſt a preſumption, that one part of che tra- 
tion is as fabulous as the other. 


PAGE 31. | 


b. This argument ſhews only, that the Syriac verſion 
aiſted before the middle of the fourth century. 


PAGE 32. 

. The foregoing arguments prove nothing; for theſe 
bur catholic epiſtles, with the book of Revelation, were 
gen in later ages not admitted into the canon of the 
man church, as appears from the liſt of canonical 
books given by Ebed Jeſu who died in 1318, (Afﬀe- 
mani Bib. Or. Tom. III. P. I. p. 8). The Peſhito 
therefore would contain preciſely the ſame books, whether 
made in the firſt, or the fourteenth century. Nor were 
ey contained in the manuſcript, which the Syrian Pa- 
tarchs ſent to be printed in Europe, and from which 
Widmanſtad's edition was taken. 

d This proves only that the Syriac tranſlator under- 
lood his original, and that he made a proper diſtinction 
tween the language of the primitive, and that of the 
lierarchical church. 

9. This argument affords only a preſumption that the 
rac verſion was made before the ſeventh century, when 
the 1rruption of the Saracens extirpated the Syriac, and 
atroduced the Arabic in its ſtead. 


10. See Ridley de verſ. Syr. ſect. 7. and Storr de verſ. 
Ir. fect, 2—9. 1 
11. »The complete edition of the works of Ephrem 
"s publiſhed at Rome in 1732— 1747. in 6 vols. folio, 
inder the following title, Sancti Patris noſtri Ephraem 
r Opera omnia que extant Græce, Syriace, et Latine. 
e firſt volume of his Syriac works is the fourth volume 
0! the whole work, and contains Ephrem's commenta- 
* on the Pentateuch, and the hiſtorical books of the 
eſtament; but he has interſperſed a great number 
" Quotations from the Syriac verſion of the N. T. It is 
ecellary to obſerve, that among our author's references 
de leyeral errata, for neither p. 37 nor 395 contain 
| quotations 
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; wo { 


quotations from the New Teſtament, and for Matth. word ir 
xxii. 40. Epheſ. ii. 19. and Luke i. 78. muſt be read ot as « 
Luke vi. 31. Epheſ. ii. 11, 12, 13. and Luke i. 71. well kr 
| repreſer 

ann ITs. - | MJ pnnted, 

12. That the old Syriac verfion is quoted by Ephrem WM toubt r 
no one will deny. It is certain therefore that it exit ninuſe 
ed in the fourth century, but as Ephrem is the oldeſt fllable 
evidence, that can be produced, of its antiquity, it mui ues: 2 
remain a matter of uncertainty, whether it was made one, Dolath, 
two, or three centuries previous to that period. And iii Vun, if 
is furely better to confeſs our ignorance on a ſubject, whet bems th 
we can arrive at no certainty, than ſubſcribe to the fabu tonarius 
tous legends of the Syrians. Sed detur hæc venia antiquitati ¶ ranlato 
The arguments hitherto alleged in thefe notes, with ion, has 
reſpect to the antiquity of the Syriac verſion, are merelyMMWuld in t 
negative, and ſhew only the invalidity of thoſe argy Matth. x 
ments, which our author produces in favour of the hypo es to 
thefis, that the Syriac verſion was made in the firſt cen de conc] 
tury. But poſitive reaſons may be advanced, which ſne ding o 
the hypotheſis to be wholly ungrounded. No man cou beck M. 
think of tranſlating the Greek Teſtament, before its ſeve n, p. 
ral parts were collected and united in a volume, or wic s of | 
is the ſame thing, before the ſacred canon was formed ac yer 
Now the ancient legend, that the canon was formed ai the pla 
Epheſus before the cloſe of the firſt century, has beefutatis r. 
long rejected as unſupported by any authority whatſoever Wah, x; 
and various writers, efpecially Grieſbach in his Hiſtorq die lati 
textus epiſtolarum Paulinarum, Sect. 2. §. 12, and Sem Joel ch 
ler in his Commentarii hiſtorici de antiquo Chriſtianorum us ir is 
ſtatu. Tom. I. p. 35—39. have ſhewn that the canoeing that 
vas not formed before the middle of the ſecond centu!\Wetourth 
Previous to that period therefore the Syriac verſion canton was 
not poſſibly have exiſted. dearly a 
S | Aapoint 

 Wthe 

: PAGE 33. : Thi Fuat that 

1. This 'anfwer is not perfectly ſatisfactorp. be perfor 


got added 


oY 


"= "> F# 


12 
n 


ford in queſtion is printed in the Widmanſtad edition, 
dot as our author has written it, but {:3Zau 3- Now it is 
gell known that the Widmanſtad edition is an exact 
rpreſentation of the Syriac MS. from which it was 
rnted, and that only thoſe words are pointed, in which 
bubt might ariſe, in the ſame manner as 1n the Syriac 
manuſcripts. But Quoph has here a Revotzo, the firſt 
fllable therefore was defigned to expreſs not Cus but 
ues: and even if we admit that Riſh is a miſtake for 
Dolath, how ſhall we account for the inſertion of the 


Nun, if aug-uda is the word intended to be expreſſed? It 


kems therefore more reaſonable to conclude, that quæſ- 
tonarius* is the word actually meant by the old Syriac 
mnſlator; for z*#-w&:&, as written in the Philoxenian ver- 
fon, has a totally different orthography from the word 
ed in the Peſhito. Beſides, in the Philoxemian verſion 
Matth. xxvii. 6 5. 2a3weo is marked with an aſteriſk, that 
kters to xugudα written in the margin, which leads to 
the concluſion, that Thomas of Harkel altered here the 
tading of the former verſion, on the authority of the 
breek MSS. with which he collated it. (See White's edi- 
ton, p. 153.) Nor is it noceſſary to adopt the hypo- 
bels of Simon, in order to reſcue the antiquity of the. 
ac verſion, for Voſſius was totally miſtaken in ſaying 
It the place, to which our author refers, Infime La- 
mtatis reperiuntur vocabula, quale eſt quod occurrit, 
Math. xxyii. 6 74 ng is not infimæ, but 
dei latinitatis; it is uſed by Jerom in his Commentary 
n Joel ch. 11. and though he 1s the firſt author, in whoſe 
orks 1t 18 actually found, there is no neceſſity for ſup- 
ding that the word itſelf was not in common ule before 
Ie fourth century, at leaſt in the age, in which the Syriac 
lon was written, which we have no reaſon to refer to 
dearly a period as the firſt century. With reſpect to 

A pointed in Widmanſtad's edition, the word expreſſes © quzſtio. 
u in the plural, on account of the Ribbui, which is an additional 
[Ment that the ſingular noun * cuſtodia * was not meant: at leaſt, 


I the perſon who added the Ribbui did not take it in that ſenſe, if it 
dot added by the tranſlator himſelf. 
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the meaning and application of the word quæſtionariu 2. J 
in the Syriac verſion, ſee Note 4 to ch. iv. ſect. 10. firengt 
mend a 
5 PAG E 34. | has def 
2. aww is a pure Syriac word derived from wo poſuti cf weal 
theſaurizavit. Lex. Hept. p. 2490. rays W 
3. law is literally Ions. gut it! 
4. Li is literally Aramæi. eprels 
5. Dr. Mill, in the place to which our author refer by ar 
does not make the objection himſelf, but mentions it: mand,” 
an objection, that might be made, and gives the very {am 3. It 
anſwer, which our author himſelf uſes in this Introduq der a. 
tion. from w. 
3 PAGE 38. Chryſof 
5. The objections to the antiquity of the Peſhito hay ter: 9: 
been very properly anſwered by our author in this ſectio ms. ( 
but we are ſtill left in the ſame ſtate of uncertainty ho icon. 
many years it was made before the time of Ephrem. utiquit 
6. But no one will contend that the ſubſcription kad it 
the end of the four Goſpels in the Philoxenian verſiqꝗ de Syri 
is a tranſlation from the Greek, yet the name of H 4. Y. 
Biſhop of Mabug is there written, not according to Oſo St.) 
ental orthography, but is ſimply Greek in Syriac lette f wich fe 
e ο - . Bar Hebræus, an original hiſtorian, writ ns at 
it in the ſame manner, Aſſemani Bib. Orient. Tom. Mitten, 
1 | | ted in 
7. Our author's Grammatica Syriaca was publilbgiW'ie Per 
at Halle in 1784. In the Orient. Bib. he has produc leco 
the very ſame example which he has here given, Ferfic ti 
ail. eftine 
| ce Cor 
83. [. 

| PAGE | IG 

1. It is true, that in the Latin tranſlation of the Syn ltoria 
verſion aaa, 1 Cor. vii. 2. is rendered teneat, but! 5 
probable that the Syriac tranſlator intended nothing m0 WY 
than a literal tranſlation of ru, as | ſignifies, not 0 6. ti 
tenuit, but cepit, and habuit. EI | ſeek n 
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2. If it was the intention of the Syriac tranſlator to 

frengthen the expreſſion of St. Paul, in order to recom- 

nend a ſtate of celibacy, as our author conjectures, he 

his defeated his own purpoſe by uſing a word expreſſive 

« weakneſs, for if the recommendation of celibacy be- 

ys weakneſs, the contrary inference muſt be deduced. 

But it is probable that the Syriac tranſlator intended to 

apreſs by Va? 1 Cor. vii. 6. what St. Paul meant 

by xara ov open, namely © unſupported by divine com- 
mand,” in oppoſition to xar ETLTAYINW. | 28 
3. It is probable that the Syriac tranſlator found this, 
ather as ſcholion in the margin of the Greek manuſcript, 
tom which he tranſlated, or even in the text itſelf, for 
(hryſoſtom quotes 1 Cor. vii. 7. in the following man- 
ter: Ora Yap Teavra; eV pwrus £0006 WE KALE νάEν°. EV νο 
mz. (Chryſoſtomi Opera, Tom. X. p. 160. ed. Mont- 
con.) This circumſtance is unfavourable to the high 
mtiquity of the Syriac verſion, though on the other 
and it is poſſible that C., itſelf was obtruded on 
he Syriac text, long after the verſion was made. 
4. Yet it appears from the title prefixed to the Goſpel 
« St. Matthew, in a manuſcript of the Perfic verſion, 
wich formerly belonged to Dr. Pococke, that the Per- 
lans at the time at leaſt, when that manuſcript was 
Mitten, believed that St. Matthew's Goſpel was tranſ- 
lted into Syriac at Antioch. See Wheloc's edition of 
de Perfic verſion, in the page immediately preceding 
lie ſecond title-page. The Latin tranſlation of this 
Ferſc title is, Evangelium Matthæi, quod in urbe Pa- 
efinz lingua Hebraica dictum eſt, Antiochiæ vero Sy- 
nce conſcriptum. N e 


5 ; PAGE 40. 
5. Grieſbach is of a very different opinion. See his 
ſtoria textus epiſtolarum Paulinarum, Sect. I. § 12. 


PAGE 41. 20 


6, It 18 true, that ©ce 8 Jes An, WATE rt EVKATEAITES, the 
&*K tranſlation of Eli, Eli, lama ſabacthani, is not 


3 


rendered 
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rendered by the Syriac tranſlator Matth. xxvii. 46, bu: 
in the parallel paſſage, Mark xv. 34. the Greek tranſy- 
tion is re- tranſlated into W 


2. TI 
mtica M 
; aur auth 
| PAGE 42. andere 

7. See alſo the Notes 41—51. to that ſection. 

8. Our author's conjecture receives additional force 
from the circumſtance, that the Syriac tranſlator has even 
departed from the Greek text, and exprefled, not. ry 
en aus, but rng rue 4. 


* . 


3. But 
jo differ 
4. See 
315. 


{ PAGE 43. 
9. a> ſignifies exaudivit, relpondit, opitulatus eſt 
10. Bethphage is mentioned only three times in dhe 
N. T. and in theſe three inſtances not the leaſt notice 1 
taken of its diſtance from Jeruſalem. There is no ne 
ceſſity therefore for aſeribing to Bethphage a ſenſe, 0 
which. it is incapable, for though Io might ſignify : 
valley, or a road between two — 2 like the Arabi 
yet e can have no other meaning than ti 
188 of the valley.“ 
11. O ſignifies convenit and has no o particular refs 
rence to the conflux of waters. Beſides not this word 


6. The 
&V71y, 

b. Evar 
J But e 
6 paſſag 
i wth 4 
8 intend, 
ich he t. 
ted, is 
Mie pund 
N ame 


but . = correſponds to the Syriac law, which fignife ; 55 x 
1. opprobrium, 2. miſericordia. | . Name] 
| Is has j Int 


PAGE 45. 

12. The Syriac aste, for u £5: Kupranor dtm. 

pape 1 Cor. xi. 20. expreſſes, non, ſicut juſtum eſt d 
Domini, comeditis et bibitis. 

13. Schaaf's tranſlation is generally eſteemed core 


S RI T. N. 


__ PAGE 46. 

1. Grieſbach, in the Preface to his Greek Teſtamen 

P. 14. fays, Verfio Syriaca ad juniores codices e Varils fe 
cenſionibus interpolatos reficta minoris pretii eſt qu! Feat, que 


—— videtur. 
PAC 


4 
STAT) 
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PAGE 48. 1 
1. This appears from the very preface to the Pleudo- 
mica Millio-Bengeliana. The omiſſions therefore which 
ar author fupphes at the end of this ſection are not to be 
midered as faults. 


PAGE 49. 
1. But are is rendered in theſe two paſſages by 
uo different words. Dich 
See Blanchini Evangeliarium quadruplex, P. II. 
g. The Codex Vercellenſis is here defective. 


| PAGE 50. 8 n 
„ The Cod. Cant. has'erewas m1 xrige xpwrnras M 
er. | 114 
6. Evangeliarium quadruplex, P. II. p. 319. | 
5. But even in Widmanſtad's edition, fol. 38. [ow in 
6 paſſage, though in other reſpects unpointed, is writ- 
a wth a Ribbui over the Nun. The plural therefore 
8 ntended to be expreſſed in the original MS. from 
ch he took his edition, and the mark, by which it 1s 
ted, is to be aſcribed to the Syrians themſelves, not 
he punctuation of modern editors. 1 * 
i. Namely, the Codex Vercellenſis, Mark ii. 1. has 
m introiſſet iterum in Capharnaum poſt dies, cogni- 
gelt, quod in domo eſſet. Evangel. quadr. P. II. p. 320. 
9. Namely, the Syriac verſion has |S=25| , the Brix- 
W has inter quatuor. Fetus aul hon 4 
10. The Cod. Cant. is quoted for dia by Mill, Wet⸗ 
„ and Grieſbach, but the Cod. Stephani g is not 
ted by the two laſt mentioned critics, on the ſuppo- 
0 that this MS. is the very ſame with chat, which Beza 
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ret ed to the Univerſity of Cambridge. 
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— Ridley de verſ. Syriacis, ſect. 10. 11 
ade factum eſt, ut cum Syri articulo emphatico 
15 qui Græcorum articulo præpoſitivo o, ng ro re- 
Pet, quem Hebræi per ſuum N exprimunt feliciſ- 
1 ſime, 
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ſime, hic noſter, potius quam ut emphaſin articuli Græc 
omiſerit, pronomen tertiz perſonæ oa paſſim ſubſtitueri 
quod alioqui proprie valet ee vel abreg. 

Ludov. de Dieu Pref. in Apocal. Syr. 


PAGE $52. 
3. As if proxgampe were compounded of pr, , 
and axpax, as Ridley has obſerved. 


4. The erratum is not to be aſcribed to the writer TC 
the MS. but to the editor de Dieu. In the MS. ite 2 
u is written Len, which de Dieu copied without ob te Lo 
ſerving the point under the Dolath, and concluded then Me 5 
fore that the Ribbui, which merely denotes the plurg * 
included alſo the point of a Riſh. For this informaiꝗ bam 
I am indebted to Profeſſor Paulus, who has examin! wilt. 


this manuſcript in the Univerſity Library at Leyd n 50 
He likewiſe mentioned that it is very neatly written 
filk paper, in the modern round Syriac character. It 
marked No. 18. among Scaliger's MSS. See p. 405. 
the Leyden Catalogue, publiſhed in 1716. folio. 

5. It is extraordinary that our author, who was el 
cated in Halle, and whoſe father was Profeſſor thi 
above fifty years, ſhould be able to give no further 
count of this MS. of the Syrian liturgy. On the ſo ral of 
ſition, that a knowledge of it might lead to ſome diſi ton * 
veries with reſpect to Scaliger's MS. from which 
Dieu printed his edition, I have made the neceſſary m an 
quiries, and am indebted for the following informal 
to Profeſſor Eberhard, and Dr. Schulze. It is actuſoreye, 
in the library of the Orphan-houſe, and preſerved ; 
among the Syriac, but the Chaldee manuſcripts, be 
it relates to the forms of Baptiſm, according to the Of 
dee ritual. It is of the octavo ſize, very neatly un 
on vellum, in the modern round Syriac character, Way, an: 
on the firſt page a Syriac title, written partly in red 
partly in black ink, conſiſting of thirteen lines, (u 
which have been eraſed) which import merely the 
tents of the work. On the following page 5 4 
title ab antiquà manu, namely, Ordo Baptizandl 0 
ritum Chaldæorum lingua Chaldaica, juſſu Ill, 5 | 
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D. Juli Antoni Sanctorii tituli S* Bartholomæi in in- 
ul 8. R. E. preſbyteri Card“ deſcriptus * Gaſpar de 
Malavar Indum, ſervum olim deinde familiarem et dia- 
num Revm D. Haaman Ignatii, olim Patriarchæ Jaco- 
hiarum, unum ex præceptoribus linguæ Chaldææ et Ara- 
bcz in Collegio Neophytorum. Rome menſe Juli 
1.0.LxXxx. The MS. therefore is very modern, and 
ks written not in the Eaſt, but in Rome, and Caſpar, 
« Gaſpar, though a native of India, was one of the 
tnſcribers employed by the Propaganda. If therefore 
he Leyden MS. from which our common editions of 
de Syriac Revelation have derived their origin, was 
miten by the ſame perſon, as there is reaſon to ſuppoſe, 
tom the coincidence of the name and country of the 
wpyiſt, Scaliger's manuſcript muſt have been brought 
wt from the Eaſt, but from Italy. See the following 
. | 
| PAGE 53. | 

b. A Syriac catalogue of the works of Mar Aba, 
Wirinted in Aſſemani Bib. Orient. Tom. III. P. I. p. 75. 
tems unfavourable to this conjecture; for though it 18 
ere ſaid that Mar Abba tranſlated the Old * 


as C0 
T thi 


cher m Greek into Syriac, and wrote commentaries on 
> (up ral of the epiſtles, yet no mention is made of a tran- 
e ation from any book of the New Teſtament. On the 
hich ber hand Aſſeman quotes (Tom. II. p. 412.) a paſſage 


bm an Arabic writer, who ſays that Mar Aba tran- 


meyer of this verſion have been hitherto diſcovered, 
lels Scaliger's MIS. of the Revelation, publiſhed by de 
pen, be conſidered as a fragment of it. 

. Codex anno 1 582, Rome deſcriptus ab autographo 


tly Wi"cwuſto ab ipſo, ut perhibetur, Thoma Heracleenſi 
racter, ao anno 622. Ridley de Verſ. Syr. ſect. 12. See 
in ra Adler's Verſ. Syr. p. 78. who has there printed a 
es, MMgemen of this MS. and adds omnino eundem exhibet 
ly ue xtum qui in editionibus noſtris typis expreſſus le- 


Wr. It follows therefore that Scaliger's MS. and the 
Vor. Il, Nn . Florence 


ted both the Old and the New Teſtament. No copies 
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Florence MS. contain the text of one and the ſame ver- 
fion. But if we go a ſtep further, and conclude from the 


8. 


ſubſcription: of the Florence MS. that they contain a part facæ 
of the Philoxenian verſion, we involve ourſelves in a dif- relati 
ficulty, which Adler himſelf has felt, who contends that quant 
the ſtyle of the Philoxenian verſion is very different from WM ms p 
that of the Revelation in the two above-mentioned ma-W tem, 
nuſcripts. Now all that the ſubſcription of the Florence phraſe 
MS. imports is, that it was copied from an Autograph explic: 
which Thomas had written with his own hand. This Matth 
he might have done, though it were not tranſlated b Non ex 
Polycarp, the author of the other books of the Philoxe WW mar, 
nian verſion; and the ſubſcription, though it mention mine 
the tranſcriber, leaves us wholly in the dark with reſpeaWWmniiat 
to the tranſlator. On the- other hand, if the {ublcriptionfMſheſir q 
1mports that Thomas was not only the tranſcriber, buWMrcrfons 
the tranſlator, it is not extraordinary that the ſtyle of h Bange. 
tranſlation ſhould be different from that of Polycarp un agn 
and in that caſe we muſt make a diſtinction between th 9. It 


Philoxenian, and the Heraclean verſion. There is - oil ho: 
following paſſage in Pococke's preface to his edition d | 
the four catholic epiſtles, Unum monere liceat Dion ear, 
ſium quendam (ita ſe vocat) qui commentariis Syris h ittles v 
una cum cæteris canonicis, et Actis Apoſtolorum, n 
non Apocalypſi illuſtravit, in præfatione ad fecundatt 
Petri monere Epiſtolam ſecundam Petri non fuiſſe ve! 
ſam in linguam Syram cum libris, qui diebus antiqu 
redditi ſunt; ideoque non inveniri, niſi in tranflation 


Thome Epiſcopi, qui cognominatus eſt Heracleenſs lic epi 
cundum nomen Heraclez civitatis ſuæ. But after N into, 
the ſubſcription itſelf is extremely ſuſpicious ; the auen v 
graph, from which the Florence MS. was copied, no bon. Dr 
exiſts, we have no other authority than the bare word euction 


the copyiſt, and his veracity is at leafl dubious; find 
Ridley!s-Codex Heraeleenſis. contains even the thiee c 
tholic epiſtles which are wanting in the Peſhito, but n 
the Revelation, whence it is reaſonable to conclude i 


this book was never publiſhed by Thomas of Harkel 
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| PAGE 54. 8 

$. Profeſſor Adler, on the contrary, in his Verſiones Sy- 
ace, p. 78. ſays of the printed Syriac verſion of the Re- 
relation, A genio Philoxenianæ verſionis tantum differt, 
quantum a ſimplice. Accuſativum quidem ut Philoxe- 
ws per & præfixum exprimit, ſed tot Græcis verbis civi- 
utem, vel potius peregrinitatem non dedit; voces vel 
phraſes origine Syriacas Syriace reddidit, nulla ſuperſſua 
aplicatione addita, ut cap. 1. 8. conf. verſ. Philox. 
Matth. xxvit. 46. Marc. v. 41. xiv. 36. verba compoſita 
ton expreſſit ut ovyzomwns, cap. 1. 9. ee, conf. Philox. 
MUTYMEVOCS, Marc. 111. 5 eo Ix. 6. et alia multa, 
nomine propria more Syrorum non ad Græcorum pro- 
uuntiationem ſcripſit, verbo, literis non tam anxie in- 
keft quam Philoxenus. Statuimus hanc Apocalypleos 
ſerionem ab alio quidem quam verſio Syriaca vulgata 
trangeliorum factam eſſe, ſed Philoxenum auctorem 
don agnoſcere. | 

9. It is to be hoped that the cunoſity of the learned 
nll ſhortly be gratified, by the completion of Profeſſor 
White's edition of the Codex Heracleenſis. It will then 
Wear, whether the Syriac verſion of the four catholic 
piles wanting in the Peſhito, which was publiſhed by 
rococke, from a MIS. in the Bodleian library, has the 
me text as the MS. of Ridley. 


PAGE 55. 0 
10. This is a neceflary conſequence, if the four ca- 
wie epiſtles, publiſhed by Pococke, and ſince admit- 
into, the Syriac Teſtament, are no part of the Phi- 

Iman verſion. 4 
us Dr. Haſſencamp's Remarks on our author's In- 
action to the N. T., which relate only to the latter 
of the firſt edition, were publiſhed at Marburg in 
by, under the following title, Anmerkungen über die 
den Paragraphen des Herrn Hofrath Michaelis Ein- 
unn ins N. T. In the 3. and 3 5. pages, to which 
p author refers, Dr. Haſſencamp quotes one example 
m the Syriac works, and five from the Greek works 
1 5 o of 
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of Ephrem, in which different paſſages are introduced 


by the Syrian father from the ſecond epiſtle of St. Peter; wed 
p. 42. he relates, that in Ephrem's Commentary on Ge- fach 
neſis (Vol. I. p. 136. of his Syriac works) are expreſſions a pe 
which appear to have been borrowed from the epiſtle of epif 
St. Jude, and that in the 3d. vol. of his Greek works the be n 
whole epiſtle of St. Jude is inſerted. Now it muſt be »:5 
obſerved, that the object of Dr. Haſſencamp was mercly MMF chic 
to ſhew that the four catholic epiſtles, which were not it 
admitted into the Peſhito, were till acknowledged a Yeah 
divine by the Syrian fathers. But the preſent queſtio chur 
in our author's Introduction relates to a totally differeni end c 
ſubject, namely, whether a Syriac verſion of theſe fou ore 1 
epiſtles exiſted in the time of Ephrem ; and this queſ ede. 
tion remains wholly undecided. For though it appear « fat 
that the Peſhito exiſted in the time of Ephrem,  becaul 13, 
his Syriac quotations correſpond with it, yet, as no othef mon x 
Syriac quotation has been produced from his works, Rf Note | 
which a paſſage from theſe four epiſtles is alleged, thay Us tit 
oo for, x: ., 2 Pet. iii. 10. and even this ſho 14, 
paſſage differs from the printed text, we can only con *ice 
clude that he copied not from our preſent verſion, bi Jom. 
we are left wholly in the dark, whether in quoting i otes 
tranſlated for himſelf, or copied from ſome verſion de cor 
ready made. The Greek quotations decide nothing i banſlat, 
the preſent queſtion, for they ſhew only that the origin 15. 
was known to Ephrem. See Aſſemani Bibl. Orcen_h. —1 
Tom. I. p. 44. : Rlative 
12. This inference is wholly ungrounded, for the be ha 


iſtence of a Syriac verſion of the four catholic epiſtles oittles; 
by no means neceſſary to procure them the title n yea dect 
The paſſage in the Greek works of Ephrem, to uta in | 


our author refers in the note, (here it muſt be obſe oe ca. 
that he means the Roman, not the Oxford edition) Nets on 
] Yap 1 YouPÞn, HE Tere wh exw N, 1% . if Revel 
ra th rens kr E A, Where Eph Is eyes; 


quotes the fourth verſe of the third epiſtle to St. daß oe r. 
which agrees with our printed text of the Greek Ie 
ment, except chat the latter, inſtead of u 747% "ET thar þ 

| ag! r n £1, 77 ation, 
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unCorepay TeTw., It follows therefore, that the Syrian 
father acknowledged the third epiſtle of St. John to be 
zpart of holy ſcripture; but for the inference, that this 
epiſtle was already tranſlated into Syriac, there ſeems to 
be no foundation, unleſs it could be ſhewn that Ephrem 
was unable to quote from the original, the contrary of 
which is known to be true. If it be argued, that an 
cpiſtle, dignified by a Syrian father with the title n 
yan, though not admitted into the canon of that. 
church, would hardly have remained untranſlated till the 
ad of the fourth century, it may be anſwered, that no 
one will deny its poſſibility, or even probability, but. 
"IM muſt be produced before it can be aſſerted as 
a tact, 

13. By Philoxenian, our author here means the com- 
mon printed text of the Revelation, but it appears from 
Note 8, that it is at leaſt a matter of doubt whether 
Us title can with propriety be applied to it. | 

14. obe fignifies © ſermo, oratio, without any refe- 
rence to metre. But Aſſeman, in his Bibl. Orient. 
Tom. I. p. 59. ſpeaking of the compoſitions of Ephrem, 
Quotes an Arabic paſſage relative to this ſubject, in which 
ite correſpondent word „g- is uſed, and which he 
nnflates © carmina.' | 

15. Dr. Haſſencamp has here again, in his Remarks, 
5. 7—11. quoted from the works of Ephrem patlages 
Rhtive to the book of Revelation, with the ſame view 
$ he had quoted paſſages relating to the four catholic 
lltles : but he draws no inference whatſoever with re- 
ect to the exiſtence of a Syriac verſion of the Revela- 
Wn in the time of Ephrem, nor from theſe premiſes 
Fc can any ſuch inference be deduced. For it ap- 
pas only that Ephrem was acquainted with the book 
Revelation, not that he had a Syriac verſion before 
u eyes; and the fame remarks, which were made in 
Poe 11, are applicable in the preſent inſtance, The 
Writer, of whom it can be poſitively affirm- 
| that he quoted from a Syriac verſion of the Re- 
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Syriac works of Ephrem were examined with more at- 


examined at large at the end of this ſection; but how 
many years it was written before his time, we have at 
preſent not ſufficient data to determine. Perhaps if the 


tention, ſome light might be thrown on a ſubject, which a 
is now obſcure. 3 Wi 
PAGE 56. Nou 

16. This quotation begins in the- middle of the third 7 
verſe, ends before the cloſe of the ſixth, and only the a 
latter half of the fourth verſe is quoted. I have copied, ay 
not from the tranſcript in our author's Introduction, ug 
in which are ſeveral errata, but from the Syriac works . 
of Ephrem, and the original edition of de Dieu. The * 


letters, which are printed with the Syriac text in fefe- 
rence to the notes, are placed at the end of each word 
to be noted, but in our author's German edition the 
marks of reference are placed in ſome caſes before, in 
others after the word to be noted, which creates no {mall 
confuſion. It is neceflary to obſerve, that our author, 
in comparing the quotation of Jacob with the text 0 
the ſame paſſage as it ſtands in the edition of de Die, 
preſuppoſes throughout, that the latter is a part of th 
Philoxenian verſion, and this very hypotheſis has Ik 
him to the ſuppoſed diſcovery of what he calls Philoxe 
nian preciſion in ſome caſes, where no ſuch preciſion 
viſible. Thoſe who adopt a different hypotheſis, mu 
for the term * Philoxemian preciſion,” ſubſtitute * pr 
ciſion of the author of the verſion publiſhed by de Dieu 
but it muſt be at the ſame time remarked, that Profeſſo 
Adler, in his Verſiones Syriacæ, p. 79. abſolutely dents 
that the ſame anxious exactneſs, which the author of 0 
Philoxenian verſion betrays, is viſible, at leaſt in ſo H N 
a degree, in the Syriac printed text of the Revelation. ä 

17. In the ſixth verſe Lomad is likewiſe prefixed 1. Kid 
ol in the quotation of Jacob, it is therefore no din 
guiſhing mark of the verſion publiſhed by de Dien 
But it does not appear to be an inſtance of preciſio 
ſince 14 correſponds more preciſely to the Greek, tal 
Jau, though Lomad is frequently uſed in the * 


- 
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nan verſion, as well as in the verſion of the Revela- 

2 ton, to denote the accuſative. With reſpe& to a2! 
a 


{0mnino, which our author ſays is added paraphraſti- 
aly, though it is difficult ro comprehend in what the 
raraphraſe conſiſts, it is neceſſary to obſerve, that not 
mly this word, but likewiſe the words l las, are 
vculiar to the quotation of Jacob, at leaſt in this par- 
ticular poſition, though our author has inſerted them in 
the ſame part of the paſſage quoted from de Dieu. But 
[have omitted them in the copy of the printed text, as 
making no part of the third verſe, for they are found in 
that part of the fourth verſe, which is here not quoted, 
ad are the tranſlation of x:xevowwrrn xeveyw. It ſeems 
hen, that Jacob quoted from memory, as he has in- 
lkned in the third verſe, a phraſe which belongs to the 
dun: and this very circumſtance is favourable to 
war's hypotheſis, though the learned critic has not ob- 
kned it himſelf, E 
18. It is true that x is tranſlated by n; © equi- 
wit' in the old Syriac verſion, John xu. 15. but ver. 
I nag g is tranſlated by S, the very word, which 
uled in the printed text of the Revelation, and which 
ur author cenſures as not being ſo good a tranſlation 


þ the word uſed by Jacob. 
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3663 PAGE 57. | 
19. Inter oculos' is in Syriac H 4D, and a> N 
gnhes rather © domicilium oculorum, though d 15 
quently written contracted , as Gen. i. 4. 

* | | ny, 

| PAGE; 58. 
29. But if Jacob quoted "208 MEMOTYs as APPEATS 
am Note 17, a perfect coincidence is not to be ex- 


100. : . . » . . 
* 14 rt _ the foregoing inquiry leaves the queſtion 
FT ware lp re loroge | 
: Den 21. It is true that theſe words are in the text of de 


0 . : 
wrecito cu, but they are not in the poſition which correſponds 


ek, thak 
Philo 


ni Nun 4 ; ary 


| their place in the quotation of Jacob, who has them 
ihe third verſe, whereas in the text of de Dieu they 
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are in that part of the fourth verſe, which is not quoted 
here. Our author has inſerted them in the third verſe 
but as this is not warranted by the text of de Dieu, 
have omitted them. e | 
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1. Chorepiſcopus, rug X g EMIONOTOS. See Mofhet 
de rebus Chriſtianorum ante Conſtantinum M. p. 13 


2857 34 1 PAGE 60. 
2. To prevent miſtakes, it is neceſſary to obſe 
that Ridley received from Amida, or as it is at preſe 
called Diarbekr, four manuſcripts, the ſecond and thi 
of which, according to his arrangement, are copies 


ins anne 
the Syriac New Teſtament. His Codex 2, or Codfituted 
Heracleenſis, contains the Philoxenian verſion throuę ve ex 
out, and is that which was collated by Wetftein, e origi 
publiſhed by White. His Codex 3, or Codex Barſi bers mo 


bei, has the text of the Philoxenian verſion in the Gun tran 


pels, though with additions not found in the org 
Philoxenian : but in the Acts of the Apoſtles, and itteq ; 
the epiſtles, it has the text of the Peſhito. This 15 we Ph 


our author means by Ridley's ſecond manuſcript. 


FE ad PAGE 61. 4 
3. An extract from this part of our author's Or. 


atior 

is unneceſſary, becauſe he himſelf has given it at bor. 
end of this ſection. But as he has not quoted all ton, , 
examples, they will be fupplied  occafionally in teq of 
neg: 0! 1TH 2! FT. lion hs 
4. Profeſſor Adler's deſcription of the Roman mallfninge.,. 
{cripts of the Philoxenian verſion may be ſeen in his p. 46 
ſiones Syriacæ, p. 3745 4 © Els A de 
5. The only copy of the Syriac ſubſcription to ler, 1 
Philoxenian verſion, which had been at that time p Vergg; 
liſhed, was in Aſſemani Bibl. Orient. Tom. II. p., Om 
and in the third plate, annexed to p. 541. of * ſangelior 
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unt of Blanchini Evangeliarum quadruplex, where a fac 
mile is given of this ſubſcription as written in the Co- 
tex Angelicus, though a Latin tranſlation of the ſubſcrip- 
tion of the Florence MS. had been publiſhed by Le Long 

in his Bibl. ſacra. That the Latin tranſlations, which had 
den publiſhed. by Aſſeman, Wetſtein and Storr, dif- 
kred from each other, is by no means extraordinary, 
ince they tranſlated from the ſubſcriptions of different 
MSS. in which the Syriac text itſelf varies; Aſſeman 
rom the Codex Angelicus (Bibl. Or. Tom. II. p. 95.) 
Werſtein from the Codex Heracleenſis (Prol. p. 112.) 
ad Storr from the Codex Pariſinus (De Verſ. Syr. p. 44.) 
The Syriac text of the firſt and third of theſe MISS. as 
allo of the Codex Aſſemanianus 1, is printed in Adler's 
ſerones Syriace, p. 45—47. that of the ſecond is here 
unted by our author from the Oxford edition. He 
bs annexed to it a German tranſlation, but I have ſub- 
Ituted Wetſtein's Latin tranſlation, becauſe the latter, 
we except a ſingle word, which is not warranted by 
e original, and which I have therefore omitted, ad- 
lets more cloſely to the Syriac than our author's Ger- 
in tranſlation. I have likewiſe inſerted the tranſlation 
39,2420, and of the laſt clauſe, which Wetſtein had 
mitted as having no immediate reference to the hiſtory 
the Philoxenian verſion. But there is one expreſſion 
dike laſt part of the ſubſcription, which I own I do not 
derſtand, namely 12544 Wan, which Wetſtein tranſ- 
KS anno noningenteſimo viceſimo ſeptimo,“ and in this 


lation he is followed both by Dr. White and our 
c at bor. Now whether 144 is an erratum in White's 
| all bon, or not, I will not pretend to determine; but 
in Mad of this word, other MSS. of the Philoxenian 


mon have Was —pazo Set, which is literally 
1 viceſimus ſeptimus.” Sce Adler's Verf. 
. p. 46. $M 
b. A deſcription of theſe three manuſcripts is given 
Adler, who calls them Codd. Aſſemaniani, 1, 2, 3. in 
b Verfiones Syriacæ, p. 63, 64. 76. Of the ſecond he 
& Omnibus, quos laudavi, codicibus præſtat codex 
ſangeliorum Aſſemanianus 2. But of the third, he ſays 
| that 
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that they are miſtaken, who ſuppoſe it to be Philoxenian 
for it contains the text of the Peſhito, and the error has 
been occaſioned by the abſurdity of the tranſcriber, who 
has annexed to the old Syriac verſion the ſubſcription of 
the new, which he has at the ſame time ſtrangely altered 
and perverted. To prevent miſtakes, it may not be im- 
proper to add, that in ſeveral diſſertations on the Phi: 
loxenian verſion, in that for inſtance written by Profeſſo 
Storr, and publiſhed in the ſeventh volume of the Re 
pertorium, the very beſt which has hitherto appeared 
theſe three MSS. are quoted by the title Codices xi. xiv 
xv. becauſe they were thus noted in the library of Jo 
ſeph Simon Aſſeman, who bequeathed them to Evodiuy 
Aſſeman, as appears from the account communicated 
to White, p. 641. 64 5. 648. of his edition of the Phi 
loxenian verhon. But by Evodius Aſſeman they mu 
again have been differently numbered, for Adler, whi 
examined them in his library, ſays of the firſt, adſet 
vabatur inter codices Syriacos Aſſemanianos numero it 
of the ſecond, < numero x.* unleſs. we ſuppoſe that ther 
is an erratum in one of the two accounts. Where the) 
have been depoſited ſince the death of Evodius Aﬀema 
is unknown, . 963-2040. 
| | PAGE 62, 55 

7, For that reaſon; Adler, p. 47. ſuſpects them to! 
ſpurious. It may be likewiſe remarked as a peculian 
in the Codex Angelicus, which our author has not notec 
that the date $19. of Alexander is there omitted. 

8. Profeſſor Storr conjectures (Repertorium, Vol. VI 
p. 14.) that the genuine reading is duo exemplat 
Græca, ' as found in the Cod. Ridl. Par. and Aſſeman. 
that © tria* was noted in the margin of the ſubſcripti 


: * WS n 
in the Aſſeman. 1. by ſome critic, who had obſerved ; B Very” 
following note in the Phil. verſ. Matth. XXVII. 5. E ' 
tive to the word Nazarene. In tribus exemplar 
Græcis et uno Syriaco, antiquo illo, non inventum ly. | 
5 CODY 1%, 10 3. Thi 
nomen Nazarenum, (p. 154. of White's edition) d that « 


| that hence, in later tranſcripts, © tria*- was inſerted * | 
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ext of the ſubſcription, as in the Codd. Angel. Aſſe- 


\ Tho firſt explanation of Aman ſeems to be. the 
of for according to the latter, there is not only a tau- 
wlogy, but a very forced confirotmes. 


.” . PAGE 63. 
10. The Paris MS. has ja-|, but Adler, p. 48. fays 
{this whole paſſage, * Hzc verba additamenta eſſe quis 
un ſentit? 

11. This conjecture | is founded on the following paſ- 
boe in the deſcription communicated to White by Evo- 
ius Aſſeman, (p. 647.) * Ad calcem evangelii S. Jo- 
ans calligraphus deſcribit epigraphen Thomæ Hera- 
kenſis, quam in præcedenti codice retuli.” But as the 
jord So is in ſome MSS. retained, in others omitted, 
bs general aſſertion of Aſſeman, that the two Mss. 
re the fame ſabſcription, leads to no poſitive conclu- 
on, with reſpect to the word ae. in particular. Un- 
Itunately we are deprived of the means of determining 
le queſtion, for ſince the time that Aſſeman wrote this 
tter, not only the ſubſcription, but the latter part of 
. Joke? s Goſpel, from chap. xyni. to the end, has ei- 
ler been ſtolen from this MS. or by ſome accident has 
en loſt, See Adler's Verſ. Syr. p. 65. 

12. J have here taken the liberty, for our author's 
erman tranſlation, and a part of the Syriac text, which 
> has ſo intermixed with the tranſlation as to create 
"fuſion, to ſubſtitute the Latin verſion of Evodius 
leman, printed in White's edition of the Philoxenian 
lon, p. 649. The laſt part of the fubſcription, which 
not Communicated by Aſſeman, may be ſeen in Ad- 
Fs Verſ. 125 p. 77. 


PAGE 64. | 

13. This remark implies Pon the edition af Thomas, 
that of the year 616, were two different editions, 
 mprobabiliry of which will appear from Note 23. 


PAGE 
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| PAGE 65. | 
14. For an account of theſe marginal readings, ſeq 
Storr de Verſ. Syriacis, ſect. 25. 28. and Adlers Ver 
ſiones Syriacæ, p. 79. Whether all the marginal not 
proceeded from Thomas, or whether many of them att 
not to be aſcribed to a later critic, or critics, is a ſubjed 
on which the learned are ſtill divided. The uſe of thi 
obeli and aſteriſks, which Thomas appears to ha, 
adopted from Origen's Hexapla, is deſcribed in White 
Preface to the Philoxemian verſion, & 6. This learned 
writer is of opinion, that they were deſigned to ſhew thi 
difference between the Philoxenian text and the Greel 
MSS. with which it was collated. Wetſtein and Storr 
on the contrary, ſuppoſe that they were intended tt 
point out the difference between the new and the ok 
Syriac verfions. All three agree in the opinion, that th 
readings in the text, marked with aſteriſks, were taket 
from Greek MSS.:, but to this Profeſſor Adler object 
(Bibliſch-critiſche Reiſe, p. 107.) and relates that read 
ings are very frequently marked with afteriſks, where 
is expreflly {aid that they are not in Greek MSS. H 
adds, that they are uſed in fo indiſcriminate a manne 
as to make it difficult to determine their real deſign. 
1 5. This Syriac word our author, with Wetſtein, an 
moſt other German writers, expreſſes in European ch 
racers by Charkel, becauſe ch in German, has neat 
the ſame guttural ſound as w in Syriac. Ridley 4 
imitated Wetſtein, as being unacquainted with the Get 
man pronunciation, but as ch, when pronounced by 4 
Engliſhman, has not the leaft ſimilarity to the Sym. 
Hech, which the Germans exprefs by Cheth, 1 hf ext: 
written the word Harkel, in the fame manner 45 1 
man has followed the Italian orthography, and writte 
it Harchel. The Latin word adopted by Aſſeman, 1 
received by ſubſequent Latin writers to expreſs the Mn 
riac Co, by no means correſponds to the Syriac namics ang 
which ought to be expreſſed in Latin by Harcelea, 
the adjective ſhould be written not Heracleenſis, 9 


Harcelenſis, or contracted Harclenſis, as Adler has * | 
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en it. Beſides, the word Heraclea is attended with this 
ey material inconvenience, that moſt readers are led 
y it into the error of ſuppoſing it to be a city called by 
the Greeks Hęaxùgi, whereas it was a paltry town or 
ſllage in the Eaſt, of which the Greeks had no know- 
age. | 

5 See Aſſemani Bibl. Orient. Tom. II. p. 91. 
Not. 1. | 

17. This word is written in Syriac , Aﬀe- 
mani Bibl. Orient. Tom. II. p. 92. but he ſays, p. 91. 
ms hodie e et . appellatur. | 

18. For that very reaſon he cannot have been the new 
ditor of the Philoxenian verſion, fince a contemporary 
& Philoxenus would hardly have undertaken a new edi- 
ton of a verſion juſt publiſhed. 

19. That Aſſeman had really hiſtorical evidence on 
bs fide, appears from the following paſſage of Bar He- 
rzus, quoted in Bibl. Orient. Tom. II. p. 334. Sub 
bet tempora (ſcil. anno Græcorum 927, vel Chriſti 616) 
Thomas Heracleenſis cœnobii Taril monachus, qui a 
puero in Kenſerinenſi monaſterio literis Græcis excultus 
poſtea Mabugi epiſcopus fuit, exagitatus autem a Do- 
nino Melitenſi in Ægyptum profectus eſt, habitavitque 
n Anton Alexandriæ, in ſacro Antoniarum monaſterio, 
Wi memorabili diligentia ſacrum Evangeliorum codi- 
cm, et reliquos Novi Teſtamenti libros admodum ex- 
fen et accurata emendatione reſtituit, poſt primam ver- 
nem Philoxeni Mabugentis ſtudio elaboratam. This 


e Ca count of Bar Hebræus, who was undoubtedly the very 
| by 8 hiſtorian the Syrians ever had, agrees ſo exactly with 
Aua de ſubſcription of the Philoxenian verſion in the copies 


on extant, that there ſeems no longer room for doubt. 
0 the teſtimony of Bar Hebræus, may be added the 


man in his Bibl. Orient. Tom. II. p. 90, 91. who 
Mounds indeed, in his relation, the cities of Germa- 
a and Mabug, but expreſſly aſſerts that the Thomas 
| Hlarkel, who corrected and publiſhed the Philoxenian 
mon, lived in a century ſubſequent to the age of Phi- 

a loxenus. 


lence of an anonymous Syriac writer, quoted by | 
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loxenus. We muſt conclude therefore, that the biſho 
of the name of Thomas, who was alive in the year 62 
and died at Samoſata, had no connexion whatſcert 
with the new edition of the Philoxenian verſion. 


PAGE 66. 

20. For the ſake of perſpicuity, it is neceffary to tra 
ſcribe the whole paſſage which Aſſeman has quoted fro 
Bar Hebræus. Atque hi characteres ſunt ætatis Tho 
Heracleenſis, qui primam Novi Teſtamenti verſionem 
Mar Philoxeno Mabugenſi elaboratam emendavit. V 
rum annus quo Aba ordinatus eſt, nimirum ſab Choſf 
Anuſcervano octo ſupra ſeptuaginta annis præcedit eu 
quo Biblia in Anton Alexandriæ a Thoma emenda 
ſunt, videlicet Græcorum nongenteſimum vigeſim 
ſeptimum. Alius 1gitur fortaſſe extitit Thomas do 


Tom. II. p. 411. This account again confirms w 
was related in the preceding note, and there is no c 
tradiction or difficulty whatſoever. For it is evident d 
Mar Aba was not a contemporary of Thomas of Hark 
and it is the more extraordinary that our author ſho 
confound the preceptor of Mar Aba with the editor 
the Philoxenian verſion, as the former is expreſſiy call 
in the page above quoted, Thomas quidam Jacobita 
21. Here our author ſeems to have miſunderſte 
Profeffor Storr, for though this learned writer is of 0 
nion that not all the marginal readings are to be aſcni 
to Thomas of Harkel, yet he aſſumes not two differ 
editions, one by Thomas, another in 616, for he mi 
tains that they are one and the ſame. Hanc verhon 
Syriacam ſæculo ſexto factam, et ſequenti a Thoma Hf 
cleenſi cum codicibus Græcis comparatam, &c. 
15 e 2 Storr de verl. Syr. ſect. 
22. See Wetſtein's Prolegomena, p. 113. 
23. It appears from the foregoing deſcription, 
our author aſſumes four editions of the Philoxenian 
fion. | 1. The original edition of the verſion made 
Polycarp, under the patronage of Philoxenus in the 
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os. 2. The edition by Thomas of Harkel, who col- 
ted it with Greek manuſcripts at Alexandria. 3. The 
tion of 616, likewiſe at Alexandria, of which the edi- 
ris not mentioned. 4. The edition of Barſalibæus in 
e twelfth century. 

Other critics on the contrary contend, that what are 
re called the 24. and 30. editions, are in fact one and 
t ame. The queſtion may be beſt determined by a 
wer explanation of the above-quoted ſubſcription to 
is verſion. The firſt edition is clearly diſtinguiſhed 
m the ſecond by the words, Collatus fuit poſtea a 
Thoma. The third likewiſe ſeems to be diſtinguiſhed 
Im the ſecond by the words, Iterum ſcriptus eſt et 
latus in loco dicto anno 927 Alexandri (616 Chriſti). 
tas no date is annexed to the ſecond part of the ſub- 
iption, in which mention is made of the collation of 
tomas, it is poſſible, and even probable, that the date 
b refers not only to the time, in which the tranſcripts 
ne taken, but likewiſe to the time, in which the editor 
bomas lived. This conjecture derives additional force 
Im the circumſtance, that the tranſcripts were made 
Alexandria, where the Syriac language was unknown, 
lyhere copies would not have been taken of the Sy- 
tyerfion, but on ſome ſuch extraordinary occaſion as 
tot the reſidence of Thomas of Harkel in that city, 
ba view of collating Greek manuſcripts. Inſtead, 
fore, of tranſlating the word o by iterum,” the 
le ſubſcription would become intelligible if we tranſ- 
Wit by © porro;” and it is certainly capable of this 
c becauſe the correſpondent Chaldee word , ſig- 
6 not only iterum, but amplius, and ulterius. A 
expreſſive of porro, has a very proper reference to 
2 primum,' in the firſt part of the ſubſcription, 
© applies to the original tranſlator, and to 34> 
Rea, in the ſecond, which relates to the new editor 
ms, whereas if So be ſuppoſed to refer to a 
editor, and be explained iterum,” or ſecunda 
i ſeems to involve a contradiction. Bur, ſetting 
*ument aſide, it cannot be denied that the words 
SO. 
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Db] SD admit at leaſt the ſenſe of porro ſcriptus 
eſt, and in that ſenſe they will have reference not to x 
new editor, but to the tranſcriber who was charged with 


taking copies of the edition of Thomas; and collatu t N 
eſt,” which is not followed by © exemplaribus Grzcis, . 
in the ſecond part of the ſubſcription, can have no ref © 
rence to a new collation, but relates merely to the com de 
pariſon of each copy, which the tranſcriber had taken de 
with the original delivered to him by the editor, in oH * 
der to correct the errata. That this explanation is agree en 
able to the truth, is probable, becauſe it removes every di edt 
ficulty : but the following conſiderations put the mattd Adle 
out of doubt. In the fentence immediately followin ſubſe 
the date 616, the writer ſpeaks in the firſt perfon, © quai 
tam moleſtiam habuerim;* he ſpeaks alſo in the firſt pet $Ad 
ſon in the ſecond part, collatus eſt a me. Thom ent 
whereas the account given in the firſt part, relative Kel ac 
the original tranſlator, is delivered in the third perſo bon, : 
It neceſſarily follows therefore, that collatus eſt an Teſtar 
Thoma, and © quantam moleſtiam habuerim, refer . m. 
one and the fame perſon, and that the whole ſubſcripti * to 
c: 


was written by Thomas himſelf : for had it been co 
poſed by a later editor, he would have uſed the th 
perſon in ſpeaking of Thomas, as well as in ſpeaking 
Philoxenus. If it be ſtill objected, that the whole 
be a compoſition of two different ſubſcriptions, that 
Thomas ending with the words monaſterio ſancio A 
toniano, and that of the new editor beginning 
Porro ſcriptus eſt et collatus, we may reply. 1. 1 
a new editor would have mentioned his own name, wi 
he could have' done, if really an editor, with the f 
propriety as Thomas. 2. That he would probably h 
retained the whole of the ſubſcription written by the! e pub] 
mer editor. But the third part of the ſubſcription © 
tains no new name, and the ſubſcription wn 
Thomas could hardly have ended with © monaſterio ſ 
to Antoniano, for in that caſe there would have fl 
what was ſeldom omitted in ſubſcriptions of tw" 
both the date and the uſual benediction. 
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It ſeems then that there are only two editions of the 
Philoxenian verſion. 1. The original tranſlation as it 
woceeded from the hands of Polycarp in the year 508. 
2. As reviſed, corrected, and re-publiſhed at Alexan- 
& by Thomas of Harkel in 616. The ſingle copy of 
he four Goſpels, with the alterations of Barſalibæus in 
he twelfth century, is hardly entitled to the name of a 
gew edition. All the manuſcripts, which have the above- 
nentioned ſubſcription, belong of courſe to the ſecond 
dition ; but as the Codex Florentinus, deſcribed by 
Adler in his Verſ. Syriacæ, p. 52—55. has neither this 
ubſcription, nor the original readings, it is perhaps a 
wpy of the firſt edition. It may be likewiſe remarked, 
$ Adler ſays of this manuſcript © contextus ab Harclenſi 
reenfione parum differre videtur,” that Thomas of Har- 
el ated probably in his edition of the new Syriac ver- 
fon, as Grieſbach has done in his edition of the Greek 
Teſtament, altering the text in thoſe caſes only where it 
Ks manifeſtly erroneous, and referring the other 'read- 
nos to the margin. | 
A catalogue of manuſcripts of the Philoxenian verſion 


8 given by Ridley, De verſ. Syr. ſect. 12. and he has 


1 leſcribed his own manuſcripts ſect. 13. Storr has de- 
gr moe the Paris manuſcript in his Diſſertation de ver. 
1 pr. fect. 23—29. and the Bodleian manuſcript ſect. 30 


32. It is deſcribed alſo in Uri's Catalogue, Ne. 16. 
Mong the Syriac manuſcripts. A very accurate and 


ir tical deſcription of Italian, and other manuſcripts of 
5 wv” rerlion, is given by Adler in his Verſiones Syriacæ, 
the 9. who has at the ſame time corrected ſeveral 
av vi iltakes in Ridley's catalogue. Profeſſor Paulus like- 
by he le publiſhed at Helmſtadt, in 1788, a {mall pamphlet, 
prion © filed, Accuratior manuſcriptorum, quibus verſio N. T. 


Woxeniana continetur, catalogus, cum quibuſdam ad 
% eruditos quæſtionibus. But though every one muſt 
curious to read what is written by ſo learned an author, 
e pamphlet is ſo ſcarce, that it is at preſent not to be 
Mured. Laſtly, it may be obſerved, that if Rid- 
Codex Heracleenſis contains the text of the Phi- 
OL, II. Oo loxemian 
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loxenian verſion, in the Acts and in the Epiſtles, as well 
as in the Goſpels, it is the only known manuſcript which 
contains the whole of this verſion, not excepting the ce- 
lebrated Codex Angelicus. See Adler's Verſ. Syr. p. 74. 

24. Our author here alludes to Storr's Difſertatio de 
verſionibus Syriacis, publiſhed in 1772, in which is A in 
particular chapter De verſionis indole, p. 81—100. but 
it is extraordinary that he makes no mention of the ve 
beſt critical deſcription that has been hitherto given o ice 
the Philoxenian verſion, likewiſe written by Profeſſo 
Storr, and publiſhed in 1780, in the ſeventh volume of 
the Repertorium. 


q1. 


banuf 


PAGE 68. 

2.5. See the Notes to ſect. 6. particularly Note 12. 
26. Our author has here given the ſame examples a 
in his Introduction, with the addition of two others"! | 
Acrra, Mark x11. 42. and xeeamor, Mark xiv. 13. whic 
the author of the Philoxenian verſion has retained, and 


written 1n Syriac characters, 3 
a 6 the 1 
PAGE 69. 4 Paris 
27. Here again are given the ſame examples, to whicl {econ 
are added ſome other inſtances of this ridiculous modgM33 T. 
of tranſlating, for inſtance ovaxuryperes, Mark in. 5. b 
g lv] © fimul et contriſtatus,” in order to exprel | 
the Greek ov, and ene, Mark ix. 6. by |S: - + Ih 
timore,” in order to expreſs the Greek «x. | $5. Bec 
28. An example of this kind, which our author gend 
in his Orient. Bibl. is Sage, which in one inſtance palſage 
written 472, according to the Oriental orthography, | * {ern 
another dne, in imitation of the Greek. 
36. See 


PAGE 70. 2 

29. Literally in loco loco,” that is in ſingulis 100 

30. Namely, with the Codex Alexandrinus, Mark 1 

7.11. with the Codex Collegii Novi, ch. v. 15, W. Hlete c 

the Montfortianus, ch. i. 3 1. the Pariſinus ſextus, ch. 
17. and Stephani octavus, ch. vi. 24. XIV. 43. 

p AC 


i 


12. 
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| | FACE 923: | | 
41. Our author ſhould rather have ſaid in all the 


nuſcripts of the Philoxenian verſion at preſent known, 
wept the Codex Barſalibæi, and the Codex Pariſinus, 
(which laſt MS. it is not in the text, but only in the 
gin. (Storr de verſ. Syr. p. 55.) 


| Whether the 
dex Barſalibæi has it in the text, or in the margin, Dr. 


dey has not related. Aſſeman, in his catalogue of the 
edicean library publiſhed at Florence in 1752, had 


{:rted that the paſſage was contained in the Codex 
brentinus, but Adler, who has carefully examined this 
WS. fays in his Verſ. Syr. p. 55. Deeſt certe et in noſ- 
et omnibus quos vidi utriuſque verſions Syriace ex- 
dplis. 

12, Storr ſays only paullo aliter, quam verſionis ex- 
tplar Ufferianum, e quo locus venit in editiones plures. 
d this trifling difference is ſuch as to leave no room 
doubt that the tranſlation of this paſſage, as it ſtood 
A Uſher's MS. whether in the margin or in the text, 
6 the very ſame verſion, as is found in the margin of 
Paris manuſcript. This appears from Note 41 to 
| ſecond ſection of this chapter. N 
33. That is, the Codex Heracleenſis. 


. PAGE 72. 
. The Codex Barſalibæ i. 
35. Becauſe the word would then be in ſtatu empha- 
„5 and could have no reference to [a= in which caſe 
pallage of the Philoxenian verſion would literally ex- 
6 gugrngioY kv eee, Jeog os ePavegwIn ev apr 


| PAGE 73. | 
jb. See Note 13. to Chap. vi. ſe&. 8. Alſo Adler's 
f. Yr. P. 64, 65. f | 
J]- In addition to thoſe ſelected by Wetſtein, a very 
Iplete collection af the various readings of the Phi- 
an verſion of the four Goſpels, in reference to the 
& text, has been communicated by Profeſſor Storr 
e tenth volume of the Repertorium, p. 1—58. 
= & 2 "* __ 
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And in the ſeventh volume of the Repertorium, p. ;— 
27—38. 51. 75. he has corrected the miſtakes, Wi 
had been made by Wetſtein. Of the marginal readin 
Profeſſor Adler has given a very accurate collation in 
| Ver. Syr. p. 79—1343 of which he ſays quantum py 
tium hiſce varus lectionibus e codicibus collectis, q 
ſeptimo ſeculo preſtantiores jam haberentur, tribue 
dum fit quiſque facile judicabit. 


N have 
be thoſ 


lothec 


clean 


III. 


4 Af 

| PAGE 74. Freterc 

1. The only tranſlation hitherto diſcovered of Meet, 
Abba, or Paul the monk, is the ſtory of the adulteres i m) c 
the Cod. Barſalibæi and Codex Parifinus. An Ari ett y. 
writer, quoted by. Aſſeman in his Orient. Bibl. Tom. Morast 
P. 412. relates that Mar Abba tranflated into Syriac ate! 
the Old and New Teſtament, but no copies of this de(c 
ſion are at preſent known. With refpe& to Paul Wind fr 
monk, it is difficult to determine who he was, or whetWMcricics 
he tranſlated more, than the above-mentioned paſſag le Pe 
the Paris manuſcript. Aſſeman, though he has a Miſe cele 
liſt of Biſhops of the name of Paul, mentions only H tha 
monks of that name (Tom. III. P. I. p. 286. eue kr 
498.), but no tranſlation is aſcribed to any one of tharion | 
nor even to any Biſhop of that name, except to Paulin. III. 
Tela. If we ſuppoſe theſe two perſons to be one nan 


the ſame, the ſtory of the adultereſs mult be the only] 
of the New Teſtament which he tranſlated, for Bar 
breus aſcribes to Paul of Tela a tranſlation only ol 
Old. See Aſſemani Bibl. Orient. Tom. II. p. 48. A 
all, the tradition recorded in the Paris MS., which 
cribes the tranſlation of John viii. 1—11. to Paul 
probably falſe, 1f 1t be true that Mar Abba tranſl 
the paſſage in the Codex Barſalibæi, for both MS>. 1 
the text of one and rhe ſame tranſlation, See Note 
to ſect. 2. | 

2. The Horreum myſteriorum of Bar Hebræus 
never been publiſhed, and the only few extracts t 


— 
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have of this celebrated, and, as is ſaid, valuable work, 
r thoſe which have been given by Aſſeman in his Bi- 
lotheca Orientalis. | : 

z. It is well known that the reading of the printed 
Imac text Acts xx. 28. is eccleſiam Chriſti, but in the 
dex Syriacus Vaticanus 21, Adler found the reading 
teftam Dei. See his Verſiones Syriacæ, p. 17. 


| PAGE 75. | j 
Aſſeman, in his Bibl. Orient. Tom. II. p. 283, ſays, 
Ireterea duæ aliæ Syriacæ, præter ſimplicem cui preſſe 
lere, verſiones identidem (ſcil. in Horreo myſteri- 
im) citantur, nimirum Heracleenſis et Karkaphenſis, 


elt Montana, qua videlicet incolæ montium utuntur,” 
om. as the words Heracleenſis and Karkaphenſis are im- 
c b ately preceded by przter ſimplicem, it ſeems from 
1is os deſcription that the Karkaphenſis was a verſion as 
a nd from the fimplex, as the Heracleenſis. But ſeve- 


ſeitics have ſuppoſed it to be only a particular edition 
lie Peſhito, or even nothing more than the name of 
te celebrated MS. of that verſion, becauſe our author 
ts that the Karkaphenſis was uſed by the Neſtorians, 


6. ue known to have adhered to the Peſhito. But this 
of non is grounded on no authority, for Aſſeman, 
0 Paß er. II. P. II. p. 379. where he ſpeaks of the Eaſtern 
one i bonars, makes no mention of the Karkaphenſis, and, I 
only RE” I. p. 283. where he ſpeaks of the Karkaphenſis, 
- Bar BMW's only that it was uſed by the inhabitants of the 
aly ot ans, without determining to what party they be- 
8. MA. 1t is true that in the ſentence immediately fol- 
which We chat, which is quoted at the beginning of this 
o auß de ſpeaks of the variæ lectiones Neſtorianorum, 


Us ſentence he introduces by the word Demum, | (/ 
excludes all connection between them and the 3 


aphenfis. The preceding ſuppoſition is confirmed bf 
> Olervation, for which I am indebted to Profeſſor -. 
B, that in Aſſemani Bibl. Orient. T. II. p. 500. is Wm 


bed a Chaldee MS. with the following title, Ono- 
con, teu Lectiones Vet. et Nov. Teſtamenti juxta i 
0 0.3 traditionem 
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the tranſcript was taken in a monaſtery at Antioch in the 
year 1030. Its characters, approach more nearly to the 

Hebrew than the ancient Syriac, in Dolath the point is 
omitted which diſtinguiſhes it from Riſh, and the letters 
Fand P, both of which are expreſſed in the common 
Sac Alphabet by ©, are here denoted by two ſeparate 
characters. In confirmation of the opinion that the dia- 
k&, in which it is written, was that ſpoken in Jeruſalem, 
Adler produces a variety of Greek words adopted in this 
rerion, many of which are uſed indeed in the Philox- 
enian, but moſt of which are found in the writings of 
the Talmudiſts, and in the Talmud of Jeruſalem. He 
lkewiſe gives an alphabetical liſt of Oriental words, that 
xe peculiar to the Jeruſalem dialect. In addition to the 
remark which our author has made that the ftatus em- 
phaticus is expreſſed not by | as in common Syriac, but 
by E, and that the 30. perſ. of the future is denoted not 
by Nun but by Jod, characteriſtic marks which diſtin- 
puſh the Eaſt from the Weſt Aramæan diale&, may be 


11 1" zdded that the pronoun of the third perſon affixed to 
n of plural nouns is not wow as in the common Syriac or Welt 
publi Armean, but generally wo. Various exceptions how- 
Low fer muſt be made, which Adler aſcribes to the negli- 


gence of the tranſcriber, p. 147. mox Syriacæ orthogra- 
pz vel grammatice adhæret, mox in alia omnia abit; 
cu amanuenſis inconſtantiæ vel negligentiæ illud etiam 
duo, quod prima perſona futuri interdum Sud, vel 
Vun præformativum habeat, quod ab omnibus orientali- 
im linguis youu alienum eſt. After having given a 
ſpecimen of this MS. taken from Matth. xxvil. 3—32. 

obſerves, ſatis conſtat ex his ſpeciminibus dialectum 
cle incultam et inconcinnam Chaldaicæ, ſimiliorem quam 
Mace z orthographiam autem vagam, inconſtantem, 
aditrariam, et ab imperito librario reſcribendo et corri- 
Endo denuo impeditam. He then gives a long and 
Kurate collation of the readings of this verſion with 
; * of the moſt ancient and beſt Greek MSS. the re- 
mw ut of which inquiry with reſpect to the Cambridge and 
Natican MSS. is the following, Itaque inter CLXV. 
os varietates, 


599 * 3 
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varietates, undecies ſequitur verſio Hierofolymitana ſolum 


codicem D, eundemque, uno alterove alio accedente 6, 
quatuordecies, vel plurimis affinibus Cantabrigienſi ſuf. nſoly 
fragantibus quinquagies quater. Summa LXXIX. Vati. tile, 
cano autem calculum addit fol: ter, et, aliis variorum obje& 
ordinum libris concinentibus, bis et octogies. Sunima MMWtrcm 


LXXXV. The ſtory of the aldultereſs, which is omitted Georg 


in the Peſhito and Philoxenian, is found in this verſion, knan 


which paſſage is printed by Adler, p. 190. and on which 
he obſerves, concinit fere cum codice Cantabrigienf:: 
and Matth, xxvil. 17. it expreſſes, quem vultis e duobus 
dimittam vobis, Jeſum Bar Rabban, an Jeſum qui di. 
citur Chriſtus, (ſee Note 23 to the 11 ſection of the 
preceding chapter.) Laſtly, with reſpect to the anti- 
quity of this verſion, the learned writer cloſes his account 
in the following manner. Oſtendimus eam antiquiflimis 
auctoritatibus ſuffragari, perantiquos codices Vaticanum 
et Cantabrigienſem plerumque ſequi, Patribus quoque 
Origeni, Chryſoſtomo, aliis, non raro adſtipulari: que . :. 
faciunt ut magnam quoque verſioni antiquitatem aucto- um 
ritatemque tribuere velimus. Obſtare quidem videtut Ne Ki 
dialectus, inculta non ſolum et barbara, ſed multis quoque 
vocabulis exoticis referta, græcis atque adeo latinis, qu? Wie 
vix uſu recepta fuerint apud Judæos ante ſæculum poſt Me, hi 
Chriſtum natum ſextum. Sed tamen, cum eandem dia- 
lectum reperiamus in Talmude Hieroſolymitano, qui ex 
plurimorum, ni fallimur, eruditorum conſenſu circa fe- plen 
culum quartum abſolutus fuit (libris enim Cabbalifticis mark 
Bahir et Zohar immerito tam remota antiquitas a Judæb 1 
tribuitur), non impedit quo minus interpretationem nol 
tram eodem circiter tempore, vel ſaltem intra quartum el 
ſextum ſæculum Hieroſolymis editam fuiſſe ſtatuere du. 
deamus. In point of antiquity therefore it holds a nid: e be 
dle rank between the Peſhito and the Philoxenian. The ich 
readings of this important verſion, which had been er. 
tracted by Adler, are quoted by Profeſſor Birch in 5 WWW. U 
edition of the Greek Teſtament under the title Verſio Dhtie 
Syra Hieroſolymitana. ; 


— 
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PAGE 76. | | 
6, Profeſſor Adler has adopted the title Verſio Hie- 
nolymitana, but Father Georgi has propoſed another 
fle, that of Verſio Syriaco-Aſſyriaca, to which Adler 
tjects. See Epiſtolæ, una R. P. Antonu Georgii 
fiemitz Auguſtin. Procuratoris generalis, altera Jacobi 
Georgi Chr. Adleri in quibus loca nonnulla operis Ad- 
krani de verſionibus Syriacis examinantur. Hafniæ 


101. 
E AMC 


PAGE 76. 
1. The beſt accounts of the Coptic verſion are given 
n Simon Hiſtoire Critique des verſions du Nouveau 
eſtament, ch. 16. in the Preface to Wilkins edition 
i the Coptic N. T. publiſhed at Oxford in 1716, in 
Le Long Bibliotheca ſacra, ed. Maſch, P. II. Vol. I. 
x, 10, and particularly by the learned Woide in a 
gman eſſay printed in 1778, in the third volume of 
Ie Kieliſche Beyträge p. 1—100. The whole of this 
lay, which contains not only hiſtorical but critical ac- 
outs of the Egyptian verſions both Coptic and Sahi- 
le, highly deſerves to be tranſlated into Engliſh, a 
& which I ſhall perhaps undertake when the preſent 
uk is completed, and will in the mean time, as a 
element to our author's deſcription, ſelect ſome few 
marks relative to the New Teſtament. Eh 
. Niebuhr, in his deſcription of Arabia, p. 86. re- 
ts that though the Goſpels are ſtill read in the Coptic 


ron in the public ſervice, it is not underſtood even 


I the prieſts, and that immediately after the leſſons 
ne been read in Coptic, the ſame are read in Arabic, 


lich is the preſent language both of the upper and the 
Wer Egypt. 5 | | 


3 Woide publiſhed likewiſe at Oxford, in 1778, a 
bac and Sahidic Grammar under the following title, 
ul. Scholz Grammatica Agypti utriuſque dialecti, 
am breviavit, illuſtravit, edidit C. G. Woide. An 

excellent 
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excellent Coptic Grammar was alſo publiſhed at Parm: 
in 1783 under the title, Didymi Taurinenſis literaturs g 
Copticæ rudimentum. : 
PAGE 77. : 
4. Woide, p. 97. of the eſſay above-quoted, contend f 
that the Egyptian verſion uſed by Antonius in the thin 01 
century was written not in the Sahidic but the Copti y 
becauſe it is related by Palladius, that Antonius lived i 
a monaſtery of Alexandria, where the former was n 2 
underftood. He concludes therefore, as Antonius ac fi 
tually read an Egyptian verſion of the Bible, and » 
fo ignorant as to underſtand only the dialect of hi 
own country, (for Athanaſius ſays of him wn Aeuadn | 
yeaprare) that the Coptic verſion exiſted before th 10 
middle of the third century. See Wilkin's Prolegome * 
na, p. 5, and Renaudot Liturgiarum Orientalium Cd f 
lectio, Tom. I. p. 205. 209. But admitting that Anti Te 
nius read the bible in the Coptic, we muſt not immed Bac 
ately conclude that it was the very ſame Coptic vero _ 
which 1s contained in the MSS. from which Wilkins pul ec 
liſhed his edition: for this is a queſtion which we ha Th 
not at preſent ſufficient data to determine. Woide's allt 
guments for the antiquity of an Egyptian verſion of tl | bon 
N. T. are given p. 76—100, but none of them, exct| ; 
that which has been juſt quoted, apply to the dialects * 
„ the lower Egypt in particular. His moſt fatisiacto 5. 1 
| proof is the following. The rules of Pachomius for i Boe: 
4 conduct of the Egyptian monks, a work which was MS: 
2 terwards tranſlated into Greek, and alſo into Latin! 30 
1 Jerom, was written in Egyptian. Now one of the Copt 
3 rules is the following: All perſons admitted to the Id 
| der of monk, if unable to read, ſhall learn the letten dar 
| the A. B. C. that they may be able to read and wn A 
after which they ſhall learn every day by heart _y | Bar 
ſages of ſcripture.” Men therefore of ſuch profound Code 
norance would not have been able to read the big art 


_ | unleſs they had a tranſlation in their native 102% 


Ludovic 
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arm! 
turd 


Ludovicus Pickius, or according to his French name, 
Louis Picques, who was acquainted with the Coptic 
language, refers this verſion to the fifth century. See 
Mills Prolegomena, ſect. 1509. The arguments for 
the antiquity of the Sahidic verſion in particular, which 
Woide refers to the ſecond century, will be given in the 
following ſection. „ 

5. Abeſt in verſione Coptica quæ eſt in Cod. 336, 
non ab ea quæ eſt in Cod. 329: item in Arabica verſio- 
nis Coptice tranſlatione. 
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Millius ad Johan. vii, 53. 
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6. Marſhall had even prepared the four Goſpels for 
the preſs, but died before they could be printed. See 
Le Long Bibl. facra. ed. Maſch, P. II. Vol. I. p. 187. 

7. The following is the title of this work, Novum 
Teftamentum Ægyptium vulgo Copticum ex MSS. 
Bodleianis deſcripſit, cum Vaticanis et Pariſienſibus con- 
tulit, et in Latinum ſermonem convertit David Wilkins, 


wk 9 Ecclefizx Anglicanæ Preſbyter. Oxonii 1716, 4to. maj. 
13 The MSS. uſed by Wilkins in the publication of this 
Kü edition he has deſcribed in the ſecond chapter of the Pro- 


legomena. They are alſo deſcribed in Uri's Catalogue, 
p. 319, 329. For an account of other manuſcripts of 
the Coptic verſion ſee Le Long Bibl. ſacra. Tom. I. 
b. 140—144. ed. Pariſ. or P. I. p. 284—296. ed. 
Boerner. Uri's Catalogue, p. 318—322, tlie Catalogus 
MSS. Bibl. Regiæ, Vol. I. p. 71. and Note 11 to ſect. 
3. of this chapter. With regard to the antiquity of the 
Coptic manuſcripts, Montfaucon in his Palzographia 
Cræca, Lib. IV. cap. 7. p. 313, ſays, Libri Coptici, 
qu ſuperſunt, non admodum vetuſti ſunt, nullumque 

enus vidi, qui annos plus quam quingentos præferret. 
But Wilkins in his Prolegomena, p. 6. ſays that the 
Codex Huntingtonianus 17. is dated © the year of the 
mrtyrs 790,” that is the year of Chriſt 1074. 
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PAGE 79. 

8. Woide collated with the printed text of Wilkins x 
Berlin MSS. of the Coptic verſion, as far as relates to the 
Goſpel of St. Mark, a copy of which had been commu- 
nicated to him by Scholz; but it does not appear that 
this collation has ever been publiſhed. Profeſſor Alter 
in his edition of the Greek Teſtament, publiſhed at 
Vienna in 1787, in two vols. 8vo. has given, Vol. I. 
p. 751—806. Variæ lectiones in quatuor Evangelia col- 
lectæ ex editione verſionis Copticæ a Wilkins editæ, 
which he has ſelected with great diligence and accuracy: 
and Vol. II. p. 921—940. Variæ lectiones in Apoca- 
lypſin ex verſione Coptica, 

9. Milli Proleg. §. 1462. See allo & 1508. 

10. Beſide theſe readings, which Wilkins in his Pro- 
legomena, p. 11—40. haf erroneouſly quoted from the 
Coptic verſion, Woide p. 44—50. of the above-men- 
tioned eflay has given likewiſe the following. 

Matth. xx. 34. Wilkins quotes the Coptic for per- 
ſpexerunt, on which Woide obſerves that the Coptic 
verb admits hkewiſe the ſenſe of the Greek ava. 
But Wilkins has rightly obſerved that the reading aura 
ei oN 1s omitted in the Coptic. 

Mark iii. 21. Deliquium animi patitur. Græcus 
&:-1n. Woide obſerves that the Coptic noun properly 
expreſſes eg. : 

Mark. vi. 27. Pro e Coptica verſio habet ut 
amputaret.' Woide anſwers that the Coptic tranſſator 
appears to have read © axwixÞai, auferri caput eſus. 

Mark vi. 51. mirabantur.“ Rather © perterrebantur- 

Luke v. 5. Expandemus retia.* Woide obſerves 
that the Coptic reading is dimittemus retia. 

Acts xi. 4. Ante illos.” Read apud illos. 

Acts xin. 22. Occiſo illo. Græcus perapnres a. 
Woide obſerves that the reading of the Coptic 15 the ſame 
as in the Greek. | 3 a 

Rom. iii. 27. Pro efaxxc9n noſter legit muta ” : 
eſt. Woide replies, that the Coptic admits indeed tha 
ſenſe, but that it alſo expreſſes ouvexatony aν]. hic 


amounts to the ſame as cννον,u. 1 Cor 
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1 Cor. ix. 26. Wilkins tranſlates the Coptic word for 
vurtüo by do, ſaying that it ſignifies pugno, only 


4 when it is followed by a prepoſition expreſſive of © contra.” 
© But Woide obſerves that the Coptic verb is uſed in the 


ſenſe of pugno, Zechariah xiv. 14. without any ſuch 


it prepoſition. | 

er Cor. xiii. 3. ut comburar,” uti et Græcus wa xav- 

at lower, Woide ſays that the Coptic verſion expreſſes 

[. Ws XZUYNCWARE | . 

1 2 Cor. 1. 12. ſanctitate et juſtitia. Græcus legit 

E, arri K Se. Woide obſerves that the Coptic 

* exprefles ayiornrs x04 aanferg. | 

ca- Phil. iii. 2. immolatum circumciſionis, pro ⁊m xara- 
num. Woide replies, that the Coptic correſponds to 
the Greek. | | 

ro- 1 Tim. vi. 11. in humilitate.“ Græcus, Arabs, et 

che Ethiops, non addunt. Woide ſays that the only dif- 

en- krence between the Coptic and the Greek readings is, 
that the latter is mezornra, the former & mezornrs., But 

per- de acknowledges that there is more in the Coptic than 

pric n the Greek text, namely, that two different words are 

EW, ud expreſſive of mexorns, one of which he ſuppoſed to 

LUTHN lave been originally a ſcholion. 

Heb. xi. 12. arefacto corpore, pro vevexewpers. Woide 
cus conjectures that here is an erratum in the Coptic text, 
perly and that the true reading is a word expreſſive of Abi 

(LEIW, | Pe 
Ss. + Pet. 3 9. .for TUOXog £506, MvWTaC uv, Wilkins quotes 
{lator the Coptic as having a different reading, which Woide 
k lies, 
ntur. Rer. 1. 6. regnum ſpirituale, pro Nac, x21 legkig. 
ſerves but Woide aſſerts that the Coptic expreſſes ac, 
Aare. 
2 Rev. x. 2. Wilkins quotes the Coptic for * virtus,” 
aur. Mere BiExagiſhov is in the Greek. Here Woide conjec- 
e fame Ures that there is an error of a ſingle letter in the Coptic 
"a bes which alteration being made, it would ſignify li- 
d that Rer. xvii. 10. Wilkins quotes the Coptic for reli- 
which dus non eſt,” where the Greek is o «5 g. But Woide 


ſays 


390 NOTES TO CHAP. VII. SECT. xiv. 
ſays that the Coptic word admits not the ſenſe of reli 
quus, and that it ſignifies ares, exeivoc, and erepoc. 

Rev. xix. 10. where the Greek is vue weoPnrua;, Wil: 
kins quotes the Coptic for © juſtitia.” On which Woide 
obſerves that the Coptic expreſſes rather wvevpa alfa, 
than wvevpa dixaioruuns. 
Wo ide has likewiſe produced a liſt of readings which 
Wilkins had quoted as differing from the Greek text, 
where both the Greek and the Coptic in fact agree. 
They are taken from the following verſes : Matth. iii. 
16. xi. 25. xii. 5, 6. xxiv. 7. Mark iv. 1. Luke ii. 52. 
vii. 9. John xx. 1. Rom. vii. 2 5. 1 Cor. xv. 19. 


6 PAGE 860, 

11. Beſide the foregoing examples alleged by our au- 
thor, Woide, p. 51. has given the following, in which 
Wilkins has erroneouſly tranſlated : Matth. v. 47: quid 
mali facitis.” Read, quid magis facitis.“ vi. 2. miſe- 
ricordias.” Read, miſericordiam, or rather eleemoly- 
nam.“ viii. 13. mundatus eſt, Read, ſanatus eſt. 
xvii. 15. præceſſit.“ Read, prævenit.“ Mark i. 27: 
< quz eſt iſta doctrina nova? Read, quid eſt hoc? doc- 
trina nova eſt. Luke i. 70. uſque in ſæculum. Read, 
<a ſæculo.“ 1. 76. © precedes ambulare.” Read, * prz- 
cedes' alone. xxi. 16. © occidemini ab illis.“ Read, oc 
cident e vobis. 8 | T7 
12. As the account here given is written in Latin,: 
tranſlation is unneceſſary. It has the following title, 
Variæ le&iones Epiſtolarum Johannis et Jude, e ve 
ſione Ægyptiaca utriuſque dialecti collectæ. The mH. 
nuſcript uſed by Woide is in the Bodleian library, audager 
marked, as Woide ſays, Codex Huntingtonianus 394+ niſcd 


ſetatior 


U ahi 


mr. 


PAGE 80. 25 
1. The moſt complete account of the Sahidic verſa 
of the New Teſtament is given in the above- men 


li dy of Woide, and in the following learned and valu- 
| he work, Friderici Münteri Commentatio de indole 
fl whon's Novi Teſtamenti Sahidicæ. Accedunt frag- 
ide nenta epiſtolarum Pauli ad Timotheum ex membranis 
lag, Ehidicis Muſei Borgiani Velitris, Hafniæ, 1789, 4to. 
uch PAGE 81. 
ext; 2. Since the publication of our author's Introduction, 
dee. part of St. John's Goſpel has been printed at Rome in 
. II. 1189, under the following title, Fragmentum Evangeln 
- 52: Johannis Grzco-copto-thebaicum ſæculi iv. Opera 
ſtudio F. Auguſtin Antonii Georgii Eremitæ Au- 
uſtimani. It was taken from a Greek-Coptic manu- 
pt in the poſſeſſion of Cardinal Borgia, the Greek 
ir au ert of which Profeſſor Birch has collated, and quoted 
whicn Wi tis Greek Teſtament, under the title Codex Borg1- 
* quid Wins 1. To this may be added the fragments of the epit- 
« mile- Wis: to Timothy, mentioned in the preceding Note. 
:moly- te learned Woide publiſhed propoſals in 17 78, for an 
15 elt. lion of ſeveral fragments of the Sahidic verſion, com- 
J. 27: lending about a third part of the New Teſtament, 
-? doc- er the following title, Fragmenta N. T. juxta inter- 
Read, WWrzionem dialecti ſuperioris Ægypti, que Thebaidica, 
» 0  Sahidica appellatur e MSS. Oxonienſibus deſcripta 
x0, oc latine redet, et ſimul etiam de antiquitate et variis 
1 onibus hujus interpretationis diſſeret C. G. Woide. 
Latin, e learned editor ſurvived not the publication of his 
ng tile h, bur he had prepared the greateſt part of it for the 
e, © and a part of it was already printed before his 
he m. The completion of it is expected from Dr. Ford; 
ary, "I" {iter the publication of this work, Dr. Münter has 
5 39+ nid to publiſh another collection of Sahidic frag- 


as of the N. T. from MISS. in the poſſeſſion of Car- 
a Borgia. See Münteri commentatio de indole verſ. 
d. p. 4. Some fragments of the Sahidic verſion of 
Goſpels of St. Matthew and St. John have been like- 
© Publiſhed by Mingarelli in the following work, 
iiorum codicum reliquiæ, Venetiis in bibliotheca 
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Naniana 
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Naniana aſſervatæ. Bononiæ, 1785, 4to. Manuſcript 
or rather fragments of manuſcripts of the Sahidic verſ 
of the N. T. are preſerved in the libraries of Rom 
Paris, Oxford, Berlin, and Venice. Thoſe, which ha 
been uſed by Woide, he deſcribes p. 55. of his Eflay « 
the Egyptian Verſions. They are the following, Cod 
Akewanus, Cod. Brucianus, Cod. Pariſinus 44, and t 
Codices Huntingtoniani 3, 4, 5, 393, 394, in the Bo 
leian library. A liſt of manuſcripts, containing fragme 
of the Sahidic verſion, is alſo given in Münteri Specim 
verſionum Danielis Copticarum Rome 1786, 80. 
3. Our author, in the third volume of his Oriet 
Bibl. has printed a collation, which had been commu 
cated by Woide, of the Sahidic verſion, and the Cod 
Cantabrigienſis in the Acts of the Apoſtles. The! 
hidic manuſcript uſed by Woide was the Codex H 
tingtonianus 394. The collation is as follows: 

Ch. i. 2. The Sahidic verſion has the addition »y 
ew To evaſyao, but with this difference, that it is plac 
before obs F, where the Cod. Cant. has vs {ct 
xk EXEAEUTE XNQUOTEW To £valyenon. 


V. 3. After ouveznCopevcc, both have her aurw. 1 
V. 5. At the end of the verſe, both have et . 9 


Tit 
tro ng. | Ts 


Ch. ii. 41. Both omit CaO EV 
Ch. v. 4. Cod. Cant. womoa: ro worneov. The fa 
expreſſed in the Sahidic. 

V. 5. Both omit rauræ. 

V. 31. At the end of the verſe, both add en avry. 

. 35 Cod. Cant. eure TE Wo TH5 CEX,OVTHS Xx 
des. The ſame is expreſſed in the Sahidic. 

Ch. vi. 2. After el roy, both add Weoß abr, and \ 
euros after o Ac. 
V. 8. At the end, both add da ru ovopurros Tv Ken 
Rowe, 
V. 14. Both omit BazoOnus. 

V. 48. vlg is omitted in both. 1 

V. 58. After Abe S , both add avror, which 1 
wiſe found in the Syriac and the Coptic. 
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Ch. viii. 1. After $wypos pryas, both add xa Jails 


ud at the end of the verſe oi EMELVAY EV Teng. 


V. 22. Both have xe, alſo the Coptic. 

V. 28. avayivuciuv. : | 

Ch. x. 23. After aoxaacoapeve; aura, they add 6 He- 
x, as alſo the Syriac. | = 

Ch, xt. 29. Both omit Kaiwwapos.  _ 

Ch. xi. 33. Both have Tov Kugiov Inowv Xgirrov. 

Ch. xv. 1. K TW ehen Mwoews eg Y.. 


V. 20. At the end of the verſe, both add xai ora pn 


Were kauroig Vere os, erte n wolter. 

V. 23. After yeaaures, both add vi om, like the 
mac and the Vulgate. 

Ch. xvi. 9. After ge, both add NATX W600 WTO u . 
V. 10. For ws de ro ogapu tidiv, both have dieyegbetg Je 
Maro To E? nai, à remarkable coincidence as be- 
peculiar to them alone. 

Ch. xvii. PO Oe 

V. 21. After emidypurres, both add «4 avrec. 

Ch. xviit. 12. After r Have, both add emiflerres rag 
zac «rv, But the Cod. Cant. bas a ſtill further ad 
non. 

V. 19. After avroc bi hv, the Sahidic verſion expreſſes 
mu; cab Bar, which is found alſo in the Cod. Cant. 
ugh with a different conſtruction, as may be ſeen in 
fl, or Wetſtein. | 

Ch. xix. 2. Both have « TVevpea ayio AejpCavci v, 
emarkable reading peculiar to them alone. 

. 3. After Ince, both add Xe. 

\þ 25. After audees, both add TUVTEXVITOS, 
. 37. After ters, both add ed e. 
Ch. XX. 4. For Aciavos, both expreſs EOto ws. | 
. 24. After dich gr, both add Ida olg x EM 
. 34. Both have as Xx tigte Au. | 
b. xxi;1. After Iaraga, both add ut puga. 
. 25. After eb, both add vftv £xpos . og oe. 
. 40. After erirgedhaurog cu, both add rv XNA XA. 
Thi remarkable agreement between the Sahidic yer- 


ng the Cod. Cant. which was firſt diſcovered by 
ol. II. P p . Woide, 


( 
| 
4 
$ 
] 


Thoſe who would examine this ſubject more minutch 


out at full length, p. 80—94. of the eſſay quoted Note 
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Woide, may lead to very important concluſions. Wit 
reſpect to our author's reference to the tenth vol. of hi 
Orient. Bibl. fee Note 12, to the foregoing ſection 


krera 
tre fol 
green 
uy, \ 
kd $a 
(bis ] 
ktici, 
lates 
It the | 
Ins v: 
nent, 
ion 


may have recourſe to Münter de indole verſionis Sali 
dicæ, p. 10—75. This learned writer obſerves likewil 
the coincidence of the Sahidic verſion with the Code 
Stephani n. Laſtly, Woide has given a very accurat 
collation of the Sahidic verſion in the Goſpel of St. Mat 
thew, with the common printed Greek text in the above 
mentioned eſſay, p. 57—7 5. 

4. Theſe have been. already given in the precedin 
Note. 


| . 8 fon | 

5. It is extraordinary that. our author ſhould aft A 

| — . . 7 > , 5 Un! 

that the Sahidic verſion omits eos, Acts xvi. 9. as od. 5 


in the very catalogue which he himſelf has printed, an 


1 ; : eich, 
which is tranſlated in the preceding Note, quotes tt : 


wy , Widic 
Sahidic verſion in that paſſage for «us R weoruro aich 

. * » -. FIC! h 
which reading Mill has quoted at full length from tl * 
Cantabrigienſis. The addition therefore of x79 Heere tn 
evrs is in this inſtance the diſtinguiſhing mark of Her m. 


Sahidic verſion, and the Cambridge manulcript, a 
ſhews the analogy between the readings of the Egypt! 
or Alexandian, and the Weſtern edition of the Gree 
Teſtament. But the Edeſſene edition appears to h 
no connection with the preſent example, as the Sy! 
verſion has not the addition above-mentioned. 

6. The Sahidic verſion, according to Woide, was ma 
in the ſecond century. His principal argument 15 dra 


Mtents, 
ed in 
> Quote 
ode de 
Ppear 
d ment 
lf In f 
Ned in 
an 
to the preceding ſection. It is grounded on two Sabiq , 0 
manuſcripts, one formerly in the poↄſſeſſion of Dr. Ale | 
the other brought from Egypt by the celebrated * 
both of which are, I believe, at preſent in the Britiſh 
ſeum. The former contains a work entitled Sophia, ; 
written by Valentinus in the beginning of the ſecond c 0 ö. 
tury. That Valentinus wrote a book with this title, * Com 
from the teſtimony of Tertullian, in the ſecond e 9 Thar ti. 
of his treatiſe adv. Valentinum ; and that this manu 


. . ew 
contains that very work, Woide endeavours to "I 
8 | 


d SA. ry 
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freral arguments; the principal of which is, that pfalms 
xe found in it, which belong not to the ſacred collection, 
greeably to the account of Tertullian, who ſays (c. 2. oy 
dy. Valent.) docet ipſa Sophia, non quidem Valentini, = 
kd Salomonis; and again, (cap. 20. de carne Chriſti) <0 
wbis Plalmi patrocinantur non quidem Apoſtate, et Hæ- .- 
tic, et Platonici Valentini, ſed ſanctiſſimi David. He + 
lates alſo that Origen, in his Catena in Jobum, ſpeaks N. 
Itthe Pſalms of Valentinus. Now this manuſcript con- 115 
bins various paſſages both from the Old and New Teſta- 
tent, which coincide with the fragments of the Sahidic 
uon now extant ; whence he concludes that a Sahidic 
non of the whole Bible not only exiſted fo early as the 
king of the ſecond century, but that it was the 
ne as that; of which we have various fragments, and 
ich, if put together, would form perhaps a complete 
dic verſion of the Bible. The other manuſcript to 
Icy he appeals contains two books, the one entitled 
bay rug lefg, the other Biege Aoys nate Auenglov. 
au that this was written by a Gnoſtic, as well as the 
ber manuſcript, appears both from the title and the 
ments, and Woide concludes therefore that the author 
«in the ſecond century. And as various paſſages 
quoted in it both from the Old and New Teſtament, 
ade deduces the fame inference as from the foregoing. 
Dyears then, if no objections can be made to theſe 
zunents, that proofs may be alleged of a higher anti- 
in favour of the Sahidic verſion, than can be pro- 
Kd in favour of any other verſion of the New Teſta- 
a; and it muſt of courſe be of the higheſt import- 
en the criticiſm of the Greek Teſtament. At the 
te muſt be acknowledged, that the oldeſt hiſto- 
© &1acnce for the high antiquity of an Egyptian ver- 
Ls that of Epiphanius and Theodoret, the former 
Med by Semler, in his Apparatus ad N. T. interpreta- 
W, p. 64. the latter by Wilkins in the Prolegomena 
0 C0 tic N 
ch Ptic N. T. p. 6. ; 
MY * the Coptic and Sahidic are independent verſions, 
ande from the original Greek, and that therefore 
PP2 'F both 


iy 
"1.5 


— 
"oo 
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both may be quoted as ſeparate evidence for a readin 
in the Greek Teſtament, appears from the difference q 
their readings, and the circumſtance that additions! 


ungu 
the one are omitted in the other. See Münter de indol 


Adler 


verſionis Sahidicæ, p. 8. 17d. ; 
Beſide the verſions in the Coptic and Sahidic dialect Publ 
Georgi, the learned editor of the Fragmentum Evang. 4r 
Johannis greco-copto-thebaicum, has diſcovered in MWll 
manuſcript belonging to Cardinal Borgia, a fragment ies 
a verſion written in a ſtill different Egyptian dial 'up] 
which he calls dialectus Ammoniaca.” It contains on mec 
the two following paſſages of the firſt epiſtle to the Mea. 
rinthians vii, 36—ix, 16. and xiv, 33—xv, 33. Mu 
Münter, in his treatiſe de indole verſ. Sahid. p. 18 Poken 
80. has printed the Sahidic and Ammoniac texts ſeek | 
1 Cor. ix, 10—16. in parallel columns, in order to H. 
ſent the reader with a diſtinct view of the ſimilari WM" has 
difference between the two verſions. But he is u "et! 
ling to aſſign to the latter the name of a ſeparate dials not. 
becauſe the chief difference conſiſts in the orthograp 3: Si 
of ſingle words. Now the propriety of the applica" ot t 
depends entirely on the latitude, in which we take e 
term in queſtion. 5 | Werh 
- a lett 

| | Urerſi 

S e T. XV. l Pr 

| | ll, anc 

PAGE 82. angel: 

1. See alſo Waltoni Prolegom. xiv. and Le L en ( 
Bibl. ſacra, ed. Maſch, P. II. Vol. I. ſect. 3. 0 It i 
2. The Arabic verſions may be divided into [1 Ara 
claſſes. 1. Thoſe taken immediately from the Ys HR 
2. From the Coptic. 3. From the Greek. 4 s Bop 


the Latin. That various Arabic verſions have Hf a He: 
made from the Latin in modern times, by O en 
monks during their reſidence in Rome, who * vow 
learnt from the Romiſh clergy that the Vulgate we. | 
ſtandard after which all verſions ſhould be regul les, 
propoſed to render the moſt effential ſervice * 


r 
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Iethren in the Eaſt, by tranſlating it into their native 
knguage, is evident from what is related by Profeſſor 
ler, in his Biblical and critical journey to Rome, p. 
d.; and an Arabic verſion of this kind was actually 
publiſhed at Rome in 1752, by Raphael Tuki, biſhop 
of Arſan. With reſpect to thoſe which are written in 
trallel columns with the Syriac and the Coptic, of which 
wpies exiſt in the royal library in Paris, it is reaſonable 
v ſuppoſe that they were not made from the Greek, but 
nmediately from thoſe ancient verſions, to which they 
ere added as a mean of underſtanding them, after the 
knovages, in which theſe were written, had ceafed to be 
ken. For the ſame reaſon, thoſe annexed to the 
rek text were probably taken immediately from the 
ek. But of theſe Greek-Arabic manuſcripts, only 
de has hitherto been diſcovered, namely, that in the 
myerſity library at Leyden, mentioned in the follow- 
Is note. 

z. Simon not only appeals to this catalogue in ſup- 
Nt of the aſſertion that a Greek Lectionarium, accom- 
med with an Arabic tranſlation, is preſerved in the 
arerfiry library of Leyden, but confirms the account 
a letter from Le Moine, Profeſſor of Divinity in that 
werity, The manuſcript is deſcribed by Wetſtein, 
us Prolegomena, p. 63. under the titlę Codex Scali- 
, and is quoted in his various readings as the Codex 
Mnpeliſtariorum 6. See alſo p. 410. Ne. 38. of the 
den Catalogue, publiſhed in 1716, folio. 

4. It is poſſible that the Chriſtian religion was preach- 
In Arabia, as well as in other countries of the Eaſt, 


into 

the dy r never was the eſtabliſhed religion of the country, 
4. F Syria and Egypt, for even the temple of Mecca 

nave e Heathen temple till the time of Mohammed. A 


ation of the Bible therefore into Arabic was wholly 

relſary before the conqueſts of the Saracens, when 

ng became the yernacular language of Chriſtian 

tries, 

An Arabic verſion therefore might have exiſted 
29 3 75 befor Cc 


598 © NOTES TO CHAP. VII. SECT. xv. 


before the time of Mohammed; but that it actually dd 
exiſt, this argument affords not even a preſumption. 


PAGE 83. 
6. Our author muſt here have nuſtaken Walton' 
meaning, for Walton expreflly declares that his argu 
ments againſt the antiquity of the Arabic verſion, relatg 
to that verſion only, which is printed in the Paris and 
London Polyglots. See his fourteenth Prolegomeno 
ſect. 17. | | 
7. It 1s not true that the proper names in the Bib! 
muſt neceſſarily be expreſſed by all Arabic writers a 
cording to one and the fame orthography. The wor 
Joſhua, for inſtance, is written by Saadias, in his Arabi 
verſion of the Bible, £552, but in the Koran & 
which laſt orthography is followed by the author ot tl 
Arabic verſion of the Old Teſtament printed in the Pa 
Polyglot. This is one of the examples produced! 
Walton, to ſhew that this verſion was made g tl 
tune of Mohammed. | 
. 8. There is no neceſſity for having recourſe to ii 
argument, in order to anſwer the objection derived fd 
the Arabic tranflation of vores, Luke xi. 31. for it 51 
ſolutely falſe that voreg is there tranflated by 5, fin 
not only in the Erpenian and Polyglot editions, but 1! 
wife in the Roman edition of the Goſpels, vor; 15 uon 
lated by gw, which ſignifies, 1. Regio Teman. 2. A f 
ter. Whether this word, which is uſed allo in the 
Tiac, and there written he., can be uſed as an n the 
ment that the printed Arabic verſion of the Golp* Hence. 
taken immediately from the Syriac, deſerves perhap erent 
be examined, but it belongs not to the ſubject of ien u 
note. | | : 
9. This anſwer rather corroborates than conte cat 
obſection, for it affords a preſumption that no A 
verſion of our four canonical Goſpels at that time 
md. 
PAGE 84. 3 
10. Admitting Mohammed to have been * 
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matters of chronology in the higheſt poſſible degree, and 
that he would have perverted the accounts of the four 
brangeliſts, even if their Goſpels had been known to 
lim, it does not appear how this ignorance can be uled 
$2 argument for the exiſtence of an Arabic verſion. 
11. Our author has ſhewn, that the arguments againſt 
de poſſibility of an Arabic verſion before the time of 
Mohammed are of no weight, but he concludes too 
kaftily from the poſſibility to the probability of its ex- 
Ikence before that period. It appears from Note 4, that 
there was no neceſſity for an Arabic verſion before the 
krenth century, we are thereſore not warranted to aſcribe 
bany of the Arabic verſions of the New Teſtament a 
boher antiquity, than that period. It has been ſhewn 
wore, that, though Chriſtianity was not only propa- 
ated, but even eſtabliſhed in Syria before the cloſe of 
lie rſt century, no certain hiſtorical evidence can be 
produced of the exiſtence of a Syriac verſion before the 
ourth century: from a country therefore, where Chriſ- 
ity was not the eſtabliſhed religion, though ſingle 
Onerts and ſingle ſocieties were ſcattered in different 
parts of it, we have no reaſon to expect a verſion of the 
bble in ſo early an age. Laſtly, admitting the proba- 
bit, we can arrive at no certainty, for the oldeſt hiſ- 
cal accounts extend no further than the tenth cen- 
uy, when Rabbi Saadias Gaon publiſhed an Arabic 
hon of the Pentateuch. If a conjecture is allowable 
na ſubject where hiſtory leaves us in the dark, we may 
ſappole that moſt of the Arabic verſions were made dur- 
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5 an * g the period, that elapſed between the conqueſts of the 
5301p rcens in the ſeventh century, and the cruſades in the 
ö wenth, eſpecially about the middle of this period, 
ject ſen the Syriac and the Coptic, though they had ceaſed 


abe living languages, were {till underſtood by men of 
«ation, and Arabic literature, under the patronage 
| i Mammon and his ſucceſſors, arrived at its higheſt 
| The age in which the Arabic printed verſion, or ver- 
Ms of the New Teftament were written, 1s wholly un- 
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decided, for we have no knowledge of the manuſcripts, cn 


from which the Roman edition of the four Goſpels was ferre 
printed, and all that we know of the manuſcripts uſed 
by Gabriel Sionita, in his edition of the Paris Polyglot, 
and by Erpenius, in his edition of the Arabic New Tel. z 
tament, is that the former uſed a manuſcript brought N. I 
from Aleppo, and written in Egypt in the fourtecnth WM of th 
century, the latter a manuſcript brought from Egypt, pin: 
in which the Goſpels were written in the thirteenth, the the 
Acts, Epiſtles, and Revelation in the fourteenth century. on 
See Millii Prolegomena, § 1295. and the firſt and eri 
pages of the preface of Erpenius, compared with Note 8. renc: 
to the following ſection. But we are left wholly in tie who! 
dark, with reſpect to the century, in which the verſion they 
themſelves were made; for though the four Goſpels ij diffe 
the manuſcript of Erpenius are aſcribed to one Neu calc 
lumam, either as the author or the new editor of a vet auth 
fion made before his time, yet no accounts have hither riac 
been diſcovered of this author or editor, nor has Affe form 
man, in his Bibl. Orient. made the leaſt mention of an tr. 
perſon of this name. os Tra 
12. It is true that a biſhop of the name of Hippolyt he gi 
lived in the beginning of the third century, and wo Mill 
a treatiſe entitled, Apologia pro Apocalypſi et Evangeii bere 
Johannis: but that his See was in Arabia is mere con coulc 
jecture. See Aſſemani Bibl. Orient. Tom. III. P. eam 
77. rae 
F i inter; 
SE © EF, IXI. Wee | 
PAGE 84. | Prefer 
1. When Mill quates readings from the Arabic c ade 
fion, he evidently means that, which is printed In! the R 
London Polyglot. See his Prolegogena, $ 1295, 129 bree] 
ol PAGE 88. | told 
2. From this coincidence no other inference cn With 
drawn, than that the Arabic verſion of the Golf | 
printed in Rome in 1591, was made before the yo  . 
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ntury, for to that age the origin of the Druſes is re- 
ed. See Note 21. to chap. iv. ſect. 5. 


PAGE 86. 

z. Simon relates, in his Hiſt. crit. des Verſions du 
N. T. ch. 18. that he had compared the Arabic verſion 
of the four Goſpels printed at Rome, and afterwards re- 
printed in the Polyglots, with an Arabic tranſlation of 
the Coptic verſion, and found them diſſimilar, but that 
on comparing it with an Arabic tranſlation of the Syriac 
rerfion, he obſerved a great reſemblance. The infe- 
rence therefore deduced by the French critic was not 
wholly without foundation. Nor did he contend that 
they were one and the ſame verſion, but that they were 
different Arabic tranſlations of the ſame Syriac, in which 
caſe a total coincidence was not to be expected. Our 
author on the contrary aſſerts, that the Arabic and Sy- 
rac verſions of the Goſpels are ſo diſſimilar, that the 
former could not poſſibly have been taken from the lat- 
ter. The ſame is aſſerted by his learned father, in his 
Tractatio critica, & 29. though, as well as our author, 

e gives no examples, for which he refers his readers to 
Milli Prolegomena, $ 1296. But Mill's authority is 
lere of little weight, for he confeſſes himſelf that he 
could compare only the Latin tranſlations, and the few 
elamples, which he has produced, relate only to proper 
names, one of which our author himſelf contends was 
interpolated into the Arabic in later ages. It muſt like- 
wi be obſerved,” that not one of his examples is taken 
from the Goſpels, which alone are the ſubject of the 
prelent paragraph. Till a ſtatement therefore has been 
made, repreſenting the agreement and diſagreement of 
the Roman-Arabic verſion of the Goſpels, both with the 
Greek and the Syriac, in order to determine on which 
ide the ſcale preponderates, we are at liberty to with- 

dd our judgement, as no aſſertion can be admitted 
Without authority. — 

PAGE 867. 

4. Gabriel Sionita, a Maronite by birth, from the 

neighbour- 
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neighbourhood of Mount Libanus, and one of the prin- 


Com 
cipal editors of the Paris Polyglot, relates that he made WW ;.;5 
uſe of a manuſcript written in Egypt in the fourteenth Wnt 

century, but it does not appear that he was acquainted re 
either with the name of the author, or with the age in £6; 
which he lived. See Milli Prolegomena, $ 1295. and don 
Walton Prol. xiv. $23. And it is related in Le Long jj: 
Bibl. ſacra, ed. Maſch, P. I. p. 357. that it was brought A fit 
to Paris immediately from. Aleppo. Alſo in the third uch 
preface to the firſt volume of the Paris Polyglot, figned Foh 
by Bertet and Moreau, is the following patlage, © Ga-W |... 
brielem Sionitam ——— Syriacum et Arabicum textum aſin 
ex antiquis Syrorum et Arabum manuſcriptis, quos ed 
Palæſtina allatos penes ſe habet, &c. From this ma- 
nuſcript, therefore, the Arabic verſion of the. Acts and a 
of the Epiſtles was taken, which was firſt printed in the 5 
Paris, and re- printed with additions in the London oo 
Polyglot. But our author himſelf acknowledges, that 
this verſion of the Acts and the Epiſtles can lay clam py 
to no high antiquity, becauſe the Greek word erna 11 
is there adopted, and written .-, though he encc > 
vours to weaken the force of the arguments, which hus * 
father had brought againſt it. * 
„„ | 
5. The Arabic verſion, printed in the London Polj wy 
glot, is not a bare re- impreſſion of the text of the * "ey 
edition, as appears from Waltoni Proleg. xiv. & 17. 4 Me 
Milli Proleg. § 1295. | © 
6. See 4 ig "The example given by our _ 3 
in this paragraph, like thoſe produced by Mill, 1s 10 part, 
taken from the Goſpels. : = 
7. With reſpect to the Polyglot Arabic verſion 0 "WH 
Acts and the Epiſtles, the following is at leaſt a * to ch 
ſumptive argument that they were not taken _ kerl. 
Syriac, though it decides not the queſtion, whether wm ON 
were taken from the Greek, or the Coptic : namely, the n 
the ſame Arabic word eis uſed for r, even when differ 


the Greek word 1s differently rendered in ar” = 


=", = 
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brin- Conpare with the Greek text the Arabic and Syriac 
Lade ſernons Acts iv. 1. and Heb. vu. 1. But it may be 
enth doubted whether the ſame concluſion can be drawn with 
inted ect to the Goſpels. See Note 8. to the preceding 
ge in tion, and Note 3. to the preſent ſection. In confirma- 
and ton of our author's argument, in favour of the opinion 
Long that the Polyglot Arabic verſion of the epiſtles was made 
»ught neither from the Coptic, nor the Syriac, but immedi- 
third WY al from the Greek, may be added that cazxmoreges, 
1gncd WY Fob. iii. S. which is rendered in the Arabic by zie! „, 
63. 5 tranſlated both in the Syriac and the Coptic by only 
Xtum Bl 1 fingle word, the one expreſſive of minimus,” the other 
y0s eg of © lervus.” , 

5 104- 


PAGE 89. ES ve 
8. This date is aſcribed to the manuſcript by Erpe- 
nus himſelf, who ſays, in the beginning of his preface, 
that it was written 1n the year of the Martyrs 1059, or 
1342 of the Chriſtian era, and adds, that it was written 
n the monaſtery of St. John 1n the deſert of Thebais. 
But, what appears to be a contradiction, Erpenius, to- 
ward the end of the preface, gives a Latin tranſlation of 
a Arabic ſubſcription in this manuſcript, dated 988 of 
the Martyrs, which is 1271 of the Chriſtian æra. Now 
there ſeems to be no other method of reconciling this 
parent contradiction, than to ſuppoſe, 1. That the 
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Poly- mt a nat t. 
: hy lubſcription, with the date 988 of the Martyrs, 1s writ- 
J. anl ten in the manuſcript at the end of the Goſpels, and re- 


ates to them only, which is evidently implied in what 
Etpenins himſelf fays relative to this ſubſcription. 2. That 
there is another ſubſcription at the end of the ſecond 
part, which contains the Acts, the Epiſtles, and the 
Revelation, with the date 10 59 of the Martyrs, which 
elates only to theſe books, as the former ſubſcription 
0 the Goſpels only : and that Erpenius improperly un- 
derſtood the laſt ſubſcription, as having reference to the 
Wole work. If this hypothefis be agreeable to the truth, 
the manuſcript uſed by Erpenius is a compound of two 
lifferent manuſcripts, the one written in the W 
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the other in the fourteenth century; and it is very con- 


ſiſtent with the opinion, that the Goſpels in this manu-F Fan 
ſcript were tranſlated either from the Coptic or from the WM þ.,n1; 
Greek, the Acts and Epiſtles from the Syriac. The gew d 
queſtion however can be determined with no certainty, Wl 1:11 
except by thoſe who have acceſs to the manuſcript itſelf, rading 
which is preſerved in the Univerſity library at Leyden, ¶ de La. 
marked 217, among Golius's manuſcripts, and is de- cenſure 
ſcribed p. 410. N“. 25. of the Leyden Catalogue, pub-W Kchare 
liſhed in 1716, folio. For though in the edition of Er "_ 
penius there are Arabic ſubſcriptions at the end of each brner 
book of the N. T., yet they relate not to the tranſlatonfi gend 
or tranſcriber, but to the time and place, where each nent w 
book was compoſed by the ſacred writers themſelves. WI &his 1 
9. It is likewiſe one of the moſt elegant editions, bull gihed 
it is very difficult to be procured. WJ = & 
10. Our author ſhould have mentioned his authority il three 
for this aſſertion, as Mill in his Prolegomena has taken 3. 8 
no notice of the edition of Erpenius. I have compare labicis 
ſome of his various readings in the Acts of the Apoſtles WW nm w. 
for which he refers to the Arabic, and have found thai de- be 
they agree with the Arabic of the Polyglot, but the Peter 
number is not ſufficient to lead to a poſitive concluhon Wc... - 
Mill however himſelf expreſſly declares, that he took hip ws 
Arabic readings from the London Polyglot, and make periſque 
no exception to the Acts of the Apoſtles, Prolegom 
$ 1472. Beſides, as in this very paragraph he _ 
ledges that be was unacquainted with Arabic, he could T 1.71 
not poſſibly have uſed the edition of Erpenis, in which Aged i. 
if we except the title- page, the epiſtle dedicatory, *. Wd tic G 
the preface, there is not a ſyllable of Latin in the who bad 
work. - 158 le Goſp 
11. In his treatiſe de evangelus Arabicis, ſect. 7. 14 1 as 6 
15, 16. On the other ſide of the queſtion may be be Wit edit 
ſulted C. B. Michaelis Tractatio critica de varis 2 ui the i 
nibus N. T. § 28. where examples are given my badi in 
the Arabic verſion of the four Goſpels, printed at 75 one i 
and re- printed in the Polyglots, differs from that Puff wd as 


liſhed by Erpenius. 100 | 
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PAGE 90. 

12, Our author in this part of his Orient. Bibl. has 
printed the Arabic text of John v. 2. as it ſtands in the 
Roman, Polyglot, and Erpenian editions, in order to 
hew the neceſſity of diſtinguiſhing them in quoting the 
Arabic verſion. Now with reſpect to Mill, though his 
radings are here of little weight, as being taken from 
the Latin tranſlation, yet he deſerves not our author's 
enſure in quoting ſimply Arabs, becauſe he expreſſly 
kclares that he means the Arabic of the: London Poly- 
got. But ſtill more extraordinary than his cenſure of 
former critics, is the total filence, which he obſerves in 
rgard to the merits of Grieſbach, whoſe Greek Teſta- 
nent was publiſhed ten years before the preſent edition 
af his Introduction, and who has very accurately diſtin- 
gulhed the three texts by the marks Ar. Rom. Ar. Pol. 
nd Erp. and likewiſe uſes the abbreviation Arr. when 
l three coincide. = 

13. Storr on the contrary, in his treatiſe de evangelis 
Arabicts, & 35. concludes with Erpenius, that Nejula- 
mm was the tranſlator, namely of the Goſpels. Of the 
ther books of the N. T. Erpenius adds in his Preface, 


ats ſum. certus. Non puto: nam et phraſi nonnihil 
d Evangeliis diſcrepant, et Syro contextui quam Greco 
penſque in locis videntur efle viciniores. 


PAGE QI. | 

14., This is the moſt plauſible argument that has been 
leged in fupport of the opinion, that the Arabic verſion 
i the Goſpels was taken immediately from the Greek. 
bit as the Roman, Polyglot, and Erpenian editions of 
le Goſpels, contain the text of one and the ſame ver- 
in, as our author and Dr. Storr aſſert, and the Poly- 
editions have a pure Arabic expreſſion, why may 
the inſertion of Abrubathiki Kolimbithra, which is 
| | nd in the Roman and Erpenian editions, be aſcribed 
dome interpolator, who was as anxious to retain Greek 
Ws as the author of the Philoxenian verſion ? For 
= according 


lzterum, an idem etiam reliquos libros verterit, non 
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according to the above-mentioned hypotheſis, it neceſ. Ml i! 
farily follows, that either the Roman or the Polyglot WM 
reading, in the paſſage in queſtion, is the reſult of an 
interpolation. It may indeed be objected, that Gabriel . 
Sionita altered the text of the Roman edition to better ion 
Arabic, and that hence aroſe the reading found in the We 
Polyglots ; but as he corrected the Goſpels by a manu- Win: 
{cript brought from Egypt, who will undertake to deter- wit 
mine that the alteration in this inſtance was without au. WM bb en 
thority? Beſides, as the manuſcript uſed by Erpenius ker 
was brought from Egypt, it is at leaſt poſſible that the WM ": 
Arabic verſion of the Goſpels was made from ſome Coptic WM 
verſion, in which the Greek expreſſion was retained, and | Mob 
this poſſibility alone is ſufficient to render the argument bun 
inconcluſive, with reſpect to its having been taken im- the 
mediately from the Greek. This at leaſt is certain, that p a 
the words weoCarmn xoAvuCnIes arc retained in the Coptic BM "ic 
verſion publiſhed by Wilkins. It may alto be obſerved, M 
that the conſtruction in the common printed Greek and 10 
Arabic texts is totally different. The former is 81 de @ | ah 
7016 Tegoooumorc tm ty weobariny Nονοπνά ep, but in the = 
Arabic no expreſſion is uſed for «1 zu, and meobarmy is ure 
taken in the Nominative, to agree with xoavubrgea, 4— 
Here then the Arabic imitates not the Greek, but the _ 
Vulgate, which has Eſt autem Hieroſolymis probatica y 
piſcina. Laſtly, in reſpect to the queſtion, whether the I 7 | 
printed Arabic verſion of the Goſpels was taken from | * 
the Coptic, or the Greek, or perhaps the Syriac, it may 4 7 
be obſerved that Erpenius is of the fame opinion with 1 i 
our author, and derives it from the Greek. But Le wal 
Long and Simon are of a different opinion. Le Long, ; 5 


after having quoted from the Preface of Erpenius the In 
ſubſcription to the Goſpels, which has been gen p. 90. C e 
in this volume of the Introduction to the N. T., adds, 1 
Rectius infert inde R. Simon, cap. 28. hift. crit. ver- * 
ſionum N. T. hanc verſionem ex Copticis, proindeque K a 
ex interpretatione Coptica, potius quam ex contenu 0 
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rerfiont Arabice que adjicitur MSS. Syriacis quam ei, 
que MSS. Copticis reſpondet. 
Le Long Bibl. facra, Tom. I. p. 120. ed. 1723. 
15. But if we therefore conclude that the Arabic ver- 
fon actually was made before the time of Mohammed, 
we are guilty of a petitio principu, and preſuppoſe the 
thing to be proved. In a verſion of undoubted anti- 
quity, modern words, which are accidentally found in 
t, maſt neceſſarily be aſcribed to the interpolation of a 
nter hand; but in a verſion like the Arabic, of which 
the antiquity is very uncertain, it is more reaſonable to 
conclude, from expreſſions not uſed before the time of 
Mohammed, that the verſion itſelf, in which they are 
bund, was written ſince that period, than to condemn 
"thout authority theſe expreſſions as ſpurious, in order 
o acquire an argument for the high antiquity of the 
ſerſion. | 
| PAGE 92. | 
16. No part of the Arabic verſion has been ſo care- 
fly examined as that of the Acts of the Apoſtles, ac- 
coding to the edition of Erpenius. Our author, in his 
lure in verſionem Syriacam actuum apoſtolicorum, p. 
4-42. has given a very accurate collation of the Er- 
ſean Arabic verſion of the Acts, with the old Syriac 


atica frion, from which the former manifeſtly appears, ex- 
the cht ein a few inſtances, to have been taken from the 
from liter. For this eareful examination he is entitled to 


may ie thanks of every critic, and if the other books of the 
with \bic verſion, or verſions, of the N. T. were examined 
t Lc ch the fame care, ſome light nught be thrown on a 
Long, bet, which is at preſent involved in obſcurity, as the 
s the des of the Apoſtles is the only part of the printed Ara- 
p. 90. ie rerlon, or verſions of the N. T. on which we can 
adds, franounce with any certainty, as to the ſource, from 
t. ver- ch it was derived. Many Arabic manuſcripts, both 
deque i the Old and New Teſtament, have ſubſcriptions at 


ntextu | « end, which expreſs not only the year, in which they 
ntanea * Witten, but the language, from which they were 
crfioni WM Plated, Unfortunately in the preſent inſtance, we 


re deſt; 3 
(ſtirute of this aid, for we know nothing of the ma- 
nuſcripts 
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nuſcripts from which the Roman edition, and the Paris 
Polyglot were printed, and all that appears from the 
ſubſcription to the manuſcript uſed by Erpenius, is that 
it was written in Egypt; but we can derive from it no 
certain inference, in reſpect to the original from whic! 
the tranflation was made. | 

17. 1 Pet. v. 3. inthe Arabie verſion of Erpenius, canff 
have been tranſlated neither from the Greek, nor from the 


Syriac, for it has preciſely the reading of the Vulgate Y 
which differs both from the Greek word h, and the ihr 
Syriac r. And what is ſtill more extraordinary, the Abl 
Arabic tranſlator has taken the word © clerus' of the Vul- 2 
ate in its modern eccleſiaſtical ſenſe. This is no ver. 
3 appearance, either for the antiquity or critica 5 2 
value of the Arabic verſion of this epiſtle. In the Arabic Em 
of the Polyglots a different tranſlation 1s given, but it i dn. 
expreſſive of the ſame meaning, cleri' being there pa hb 
raphraſed by an expreſſion fignitying conſtituti in dig be 
nitatibus ſacerdotii, a paraphraſe which ſavours of thi "i 
Roman hierarchy, and 1s wholly unwarranted both b 6 
the Greek and by the Syriac. But as the printed Arab! 10 ˖ 
verſion has, according to Storr, been much 1nterpolatec * 
it is more equitable to aſcribe theſe readings to mode be 
interpolations, than to condemn the whole epiſtle. An; the 
that neither the Erpenian, nor the Polyglot verſion « rs 
the Catholic epiſtles was tranſlated from the Vulgati 
appears from the omiſſion of 1 John v. 7. as Walton þ 
obſerved in his Prolegomen. xiv. S 23. unleſs we 1 | 
poſe that it was made from a MS. of the Vulgate, { "uu 


which there are many, where that verſe was omitted. 


| PAGE 93. ; „ 

18. A copy of this ſcarce edition is preſerved in t 
Univerſity Library in Cambridge, and marked Ee, 4, 4 
and another in the library of St. John's College in Cal 
bridge, where it is marked T, 5, 17. 


be oe | lt RIES 
19. Our author nieans the Paris edition of 1723, 


two vols. folio; but in the improved edition or 


Oe 
22 
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ris nach, more certain accounts are given of the Bukareſt 
the edition of the Arabic verſion, P. II. Vol. I. p. 117.; 
hat WW ind he has likewiſe corrected an error, into which Pro- 
no kor Aurivillius had fallen. | 

nch 20. Of theſe, as well as of the complete editions 
the Arabic verſion, a deſcription is given in Le 


Long Bibl. ſacra, ed. Maſch, P. II. Vol. I. p. 110o— 


Cal 


1 the 137. For an account of the manuſcripts of the Arabic 
gate, erhon of the New Teſtament, preſerved in the different 
1 tho libraries in Europe, ſee Boerner's edition of Le Long 
„the fibliotheca facra, P. I. p. 234—240. or Vol. I. p. 120 
Vu —122, of the Paris edition of 1723; Uri's Catalogue, 


very 
ritica 
\rabid 
it it 1 


r. 22—34. of the Arabic manuſcripts, and Note 11. 
v ſect. 3. of this chapter. In the Univerſity library at 
cambridge are two Arabic MSS. of the Goſpels, which 
brmerly belonged to Cyrillus Lucaris. A catalogue of 


re paz Arabic MSS. has lately been publiſhed in Spain, under 
in digg the following title, Biblioteca Eſpanola de Eſcritores Ra- 
of ch bros y Arabigos, por D. Joſeph. Caſtro. Madrid, 1788, 
oth VM: on. folio. Cafiri likewiſe publiſhed a Catalogue of 


Arab! 
z0lared 
moder 


Anbic MSS. in the Eſcurial, under the title, Biblio- 
beca Arabico-Hiſpana Eſcurialenſis, Madrid, 1760 — 
1770, 2 tom. fol. ; but I am not certain whether either 


e. Ae theſe two laſt-mentioned catalogues contain manu- 
rſion I bpts of the Arabic verſion. | 

V ulgatl 

ron h PAGE 95. 

we 1 


21. Not fo thoſe quoted by Grieſbach, of whoſe me- 


gate, Yiitour author makes no mention. See Note 12. 


itted- 


Re 8% 0 
e | . 
Ee, 44 


PAGE 06.. 
e in Cat 9 


1. tis extraordinary that our author makes no men- 
M of the celebrated Hiob Ludolf, or Leutholf, the 
faber of Ethiopic literature in Europe, whoſe Hiſtoria 
Uopica, Francofurti 168 1, fol. and Commentarius 
uam hiſtoriam Ethiopicam, Francofurti 1691, fol. 
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jectured that it was made by Frumentius, a biſhop in 


catholic epiſtles. The Apocalypſe is added as an ap 
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contain the moſt authentic accounts of the Ethiopic 

verſion. See alſo Waltoni Prol. xv. 
2. What edition of Chryſoſtom's works our author 

means, I know not; but in that, which was publiſhed by 


| Montfaucon, the paſſage, where Chryſoſtom ſpeaks of WM g. 


the Ethiopic verſion, is Vol. VIII. p. 10. A 26 re 
i Xas HY poufhfreTs vr GANG Xo Th, ua Atpurrin, 
xa Ido, xa Titpoar, xo Ardtores, M Nebel, ere eJvn, rig 
rm @UTWv | pET@CaANGTES VAWTTAV, Th WEpL ruru do wins 
ax Nerv, agJo avJewro Bagbapo ON. It may be 
obſerved that this paſſage relates to the Goſpel of St. 
John: but it may be reaſonably concluded, that if one 
Goſpel was tranſlated, the others would not have re- 
mained untranſlated. .' Chryſoſtom has however weak-4 
enced his own evidence in regard to the Ethiopic, or any 
one verſion in particular, by the addition of the clauſe 
Xa ppc err & Nn. . 

3. Of the author of the Ethiopic verſion of the N. J. 
we have no hiſtorical accounts. Some critics have con- 


op 
Bib, 
7. 
adde 
Hiſt, 
folloy 
ſunt 
propt 
omiſi 
I ma 
imply 
bore, | 
of thi 
the y 
la? ey 
8, 


the fourth century, who firſt preached Chriſtianity in 
Ethiopia, to which opinion Mr. Bruce ſeems inclined 
to accede. See his Travels to diſcover the ſource of the 
Nile, Vol. I. Book II. chap. vi. p. 491. and Ludolf 
Hiſt. Athiopica, Lib. III. c. iv. But Ludolf adds a 
his opinion, id, priuſquam, videam, pro certo non at 
firmaverim,” though Mr. Bruce ſays, p. 490. the Aby! 
ſinian copy of the Holy Scriptures, was in Mr. Ludolt 
opinion tranſlated by Frumentius.” The Ethiopic ver 
ſion contains the whole of the N. T., which is dividec 
into four ſeparate parts. 1. The Golpels. 2. The Acts 


3. The fourteen epiſtles of St. Paul. 4. The fevMrer;,, 


follow 
OPICt j 
fr 


Vee ] 


pendix, and entitled Abukalamfis. Ludolf Hiſt, Ai 
Lib, HUE ci net: 
4. C. B. Michaelis tractatio critica de var. left. N. 
§ 26. | 1 
5, In this reference to Grieſbach's Symbolæ critic 
is an erratum, which I have not been able to corre 


Perhaps our author means p. 76. and 77. where "7 


9, 
Ehiop 
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pic tion is made of the readings of Origen, and thoſe of the 
WW Coptic, Ethiopic, and Armenian verſions, f | 
hor 6. The names of the editors who were natives of E- 
| by thiopta are mentioned in the Ethiopic ſubſcription print- 
; of WM « at the end of St. Matthew's Goſpel, which Ludolf, in 


his Comment. ad hiſt. Athiop. p. 294. has tranſlated 
in the following manner, Memores eſtote noſtrum in 
orationibus veſtris ſanctis, ſcilicet fratrum veſtrorum, 
Tesfa-Sionis Malheſini, Tenſea-Waldi, et Zaſlaſki; Pe- 
tr, et Pauli, et Bernardini; quoniam omnes nos filii 
ſumus patris noſtri Tecla Haimanoti, Monaſterii Ro- 
mani Mons Libani dicti. Though ſix names are here 
mentioned, it muſt not be concluded that there were ſix 


* TS 
rio, 
1 £46 
£60 
y be 
E 
one 
e re- 


veak- editors, for the three firſt are Ethiopic, the three laſt, 
r any nz. Petrus, Paulus, Bernardinus, are only Latin names 
claule adopted by the three Ethiopic editors. See Le Long 


Bb. facra, ed. Maſch, P. II. Vol. I. p. 1 54. 1 
7. At the end of the Acts of the Apoſtles, the editors 
aaded an Ethiopic ſubſcription, which Ludolf, in his 


N.H 


> con- 


10p 1 Hitt Achiop. Lib. III. cap. iv. num. 11. tranſlates as 
. 1 follows, Iſta Acta Apoſtolorum maxima ſui parte verſa 
icline 


unt Rome e lingua Romana et Greca in Athiopicam 
propter defectum archetypi: id, quod addidimus vel 
ofimus, condonate nobis, vos autem emendate illud. 
k may be here obſerved, that the word archetypum can 
mply only a fingle manuſcript, which 1s the ſource, there- 
bre, from which all our editions of the Ethiopic verſion 
d the N. T. have flowed. It is probably preſerved in 
lie Vatican, though it does not appear that any one 
ls ever given a deſcription of it. 

8. A more accurate Latin tranſlation of the Ethiopic 
ſeron has been publiſhed by Profeſſor Bode under the 
lowing title, Novum Teſtamentum ex verſione Æthi- 
Mc interpretis in Bibliis polyglottis Anglicanis editum 
 Xthiopica lingua in Latinum tranſlatum. Brunſ- 
er 1752, 1755, 2 tom. 4to. 


of the 
,udolft 
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PAGE 97. | 
9. This judgement ſeems to be too ſevere, for if the 
Wopic verſion was made immediately from the Greek, 
| "3 and 
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and in an early age, if its readings coincide with the 
quotations of Origen, and the Greek MSS. of the Alex- 
andrine edition, it ſeems to be entitled to the ſame privi- 
leges, as other verſions of equal antiquity. The principal 
objection applies not ſo much to the verſion itſelf, as to 
our printed text, which is probably incorrect, as not being 
the reſult of a collation of different MSS. but the very 
ſame objection may be made to the old Syriac verſion, 
in which, though various MSS. have been uſed fince the 
original edition of Widmanſtad, the alterations that 
have been made deſerve rather the name of corruptions, 
than of improvements. Grieſbach in his Hiſtoria textus 


epiſtolarum Paulinarum, Sect. 1. § 12. ſays, Æthiopica 


et Armenica tranſlationes, quarum neutra alli ulli poſt- 
ponenda eſt, puriores quidem quam Syriaca ad nos per- 
venerunt: attamen editorum fides non fine ſpecie in du- 
bum vocatur. Ludolf likewiſe, in the preface to his 
Ethiopic Lexicon, publiſhed by Wanfleb, at London 
in 1671, 4to. ſays, Verendum eſt ne idem in cæteris 
Novi Teſtamenti libris fecerint, quippe Athiops meus 
in multis eos differre aiebat ab exemplaribus MSS. pa- 
triæ ſuæ. | | 
10. This work was publiſhed at Halle in 1749, 4to. 
and is the fame, as that to which our author alludes in 
the firſt paragraph. 8 | 
11. Publithed at Halle in 1767 and 1769, in two 
vols. 8v0. OB 
PAGE 98. | 
12. Mr. Bruce, in the chapter quoted Note 3. Vol. 
I. p. 489. relates, that he brought with him trom Abyl- 
ſinia a copy of the Ethiopic verſion of the Old Teſtament, 
which he has depoſited in the Britiſh Muſeum, but It 
does not appear that he brought a copy of any part 0 
the verſion of the New. He relates, Vol. I. B. II. Ch.). 
p- 493. that copies of the whole New Teſtament ate 
even in that country extremely ſcarce, that except in 
the churches he had never ſeen a fingle manuſcript which 
comprehended all the parts of it, and that even the 
einkcdpts of the Goſpels were in the hands only of * 


| 


of thi 
Hiſtor 
MSS. 
Le Lo 
p. 130 
chapter 
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o the firſt diſtinction. Ludolf, in his Commentar. 
Hiſtor. Ethiop. has given a catalogue of Ethiopic 
MSS. preſerved in different libraries in Europe. See alſo 
Le Long Bibl. ſacra, ed. Boerner. P. I. p. 158. or Vol. I. 
5. 130. ed. Pariſ. 1723. and Note 11. to ſect. 3. of this 
chapter. 


SEQ K 


| PAGE 98. 

1. The title of this work is, Moſis Chorenenſis Hiſtoriæ 
Ameniacæ libri III. Armeniace ediderunt, Latine ver- 
erunt, notiſque illuſtrarunt, Gulielmus et Georgius, 
Gul. Whiſtoni fil, Aulæ Clarenſis in Academia Canta- 
Ingienfi aliguandiu alumni. Londini, 1736, 4to. 
his 2. A much better deſcription is given in Le. Long 
jon bl. facra, ed. Maſch, P. II. Vol. I. ſect. 9. 


PAGE 9. 


a- Publiſhed at Helmiſtädt in 1757, 4to. 


PAGE 190. | 

4. This letter is alſo printed in the Preface to Moſes 
Lorenenſis, p. 9. and the Engliſh tranſlation of it may 
de ſeen either in Bp. Watſon's Tracts, Vol. III. p. 302. 
p. 245. of the Cambridge edition of Beauſobre and 
LEnfant's Introduction, printed in 1779, 8vo. 

e PAGE 101. 

5 This is probably an erratum for Eznac, or Eznic: 


but r former orthography is adopted by Le Long, the 
art offer by the Whiſtons, Moſes Choren. p. 311. 15 
Ch.. Our author is not accurate in faying that the Syriac 
nt ate Armenian are the only verſions in which this addi- 
cot inn bound, for it is likewiſe in the Perfian. This 
Which er affects not his argument, as the Perſian was taken 


en we the Syriac. 

PAGE 102. 
. Mother argument which clearly decides in fayou 
me opinion that our preſent Armenian verſion was not 


. | Q q 3 \ taken 
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taken from the Syriac (that is, from the Peſhito) is, that 
the former contains thoſe books of the New Teſtament 
which were never admitted into the latter. 


Cour 
Gala, 
of th 
time 
theſe 

in fax 
dence 
time © 


0% T . 


3 dining cdu fore di 
1. They are three diſtin& editions, for that of 1666, 705 
which contains both the Old and New Teſtament, is in : 
Ato. that of 1668 which includes only the N. T. is in * 
8vo. and the edition of 1698 1s in 12mo. The two firſt q of 
only were printed under the direction of Uſcan, but the . f 
laſt is the moſt beautiful edition. A complete delcry "TI 
tion, particularly of the firſt of theſe editions, is given 0 
Le Long Bib. ſacra, ed. Maſch, P. II. Vol. I. p. 173 0 
176. 180. - A liſt of Armenian manuſcripts of the N 5 
Teſtament is given in Dr. Boerner's edition of this work 

P. I. p. 280. or Vol. I. p. 138. of the Paris edition 0 3 
1723. See alſo Vol. I. p. 76. of the Catalogus MSS % ; . 
Bib. Regiæ, and Note 11. to ſect. 3. of this chapter. | R 
| Mous | 
| PAGE 104. | Aar 

2. The words of Sandius are, Codex præterea Am; Per 
niacus, ante 400 annos exaratus, quem vidi apud Ep e 
copum eccleſiæ Armeniacæ, que Amſtelodami colligitu 2 , 
locum illum non legit. Now our author ſpeaks of 8 "os 
manuſcript, as if it was the only one, that was uſed pitt 
the Armenian Biſhop, but it is poſſible, and even . 10 c 
bable, that Uſcan had more than one manuſcript, nor 1 
the words of Sandius imply the contrary. Mone 
3. The words of La Croze are, Ce verſet ne ſe trou . 
point dans l' Armenien. Je parle ici de Armen 8 abe 


manuſcrit; car PEveque Armenien Uſcan Pa ou 
les editions de Hollande apres Pavoir traduit fur le LE 
de la Vulgate. But La Croze on reading the * 
the Council of Sis (held in 1307) publithed by | 
nus, altered his opinion as far as relates to Uſcan. 


on finding that this verſe was quoted in the — ö 


Ned in | 
140, ec 
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Council (unleſs it was inſerted without authority by 
Gdanus) he thought it probable that the manuſcripts 
of the Armenian verſion, which were written ſince the 
ime of Haitho, might contain that verſe. But none of 
theſe modern manuſcripts have been actually produced 
n fayour of the opinion, whereas we have poſitive evi- 
dence that Armenian manuſcripts, written before the 
time of this council, have not the verſe. La Croze there- 
fore did not alter his opinion, 1n regard to the tranſlation 
«this verſe from the Latin into the Armenian, but only 
mnsferred the charge from Uſcan to Haitho. 

4. Since the publication of this Introduction, the four- 
teen firſt chapters of St. Matthew's Goſpel in the Ar- 
nenian verſion have been very accurately collated by 
bredencamp, and the collation is printed in our author's 
New Orient. Bib. Vol. VII. p. 142—1 54. 

3. Præfatio ad Moſen Chorenenſem, p. 16. 


PAGE 1065. 
b. To the Armenian verſion may be added the Geor- 
van, which was firſt printed at Moſcow in 1742, fol. 
A deſcription of it is given by the very learned and in- 
emous Eichhorn in his Allgemeine Bibliothek, or Uni- 
deal Library of Biblical Literature, Vol. I. p. 153-169. 
de deſcription is taken from an eſſay on the Georgian 
ſeon, written in Georgian by a learned Armenian 
med Avutadil, and tranſlated into Italian by Paolo 
Kone, who has the title Veſcovo Ordinante per la Nazi- 
ne Armena. This tranflation was brought by Profeſ- 
Ir Adler from Rome. But as it appears from the de- 
Mption, that the Georgian text was altered from the 
Iavonian in the edition of Moſcow, it would be of 
Itle value in the criticiſm of the New Teſtament. Two 
of the Georgian verſion of the Goſpels are pre- 


_ MP a : 
hel Ted in the Vatican. See Le Long Bib. ſacra, Tom. I. 
e a+: ed. Paris, 1723. | 
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| PAGE 105. 
1. A new Latin tranſlation has been publiſhed by 
Profeſſor Bode, at Helmſtädt in 1750, 1751, with a 
preface containing hiſtorical and critical remarks on the 
Perlic verſions. Ss 
2. Theſe notes are printed in the Appendix to the 
London Polyglot, p. 57—98. The Perſic verſion of 
the four Goſpels, which is the only part of the N. J. 
hitherto printed, was taken for the edition of the Lon- 
don Polyglot from a MS. in the poſſeſſion of Dr. Fo. 
cocke, and written in the year 1341. See Walon 
Proleg. XVI. $ 9. It was the Codex Pocockianus 126 
and is numbered 54.53 in the u Lib. MStoru 
Angliz et Hiberniæ in unum collecti. Tom. I. P. I. p. 275, 
for this is the only Perſic MS. of the Goſpels mentioned 
in Pococke's catalogue. 


191 ; F AGE 106. N 
3. In Pierſon's preface to this edition 15 the following 
paſſage, Cum Evangeliis Perſicis edendis D. Abraha 
Whelocus operam navaſſet, tres ſibi MSS. codices in 
etraverat, Oxonienſem, Cantabrigienſem, et alteru 
e | quorum uno deſcripto, C#ter1s cola role 
fuſiorem in omnes commentarium Ten 1 WT ip: 
Walton, in his 16th Prolegomenon, $ 9. relates that 
himſelf had knowledge of 2 three MSS. of the Perl blank | 
Goſpels, one in the poſſeſſion of Dr. Pococke, the A 
two in the libraries of Oxford and Cambridge; 2 ** 
of which was printed in the London Polyglot, 1s 4 a 0 
different from the two laſt, and was ſuppoſed by wi 5 
to be more ancient. If this account be. true, mY 0 
muſt have uſed manuſcripts containing diflinct ver x 
his text therefore-is of a mixed nature, and of 1 hr 
in that reſpect, as well as in point of antiquity, f * 
of the Polyglot. Of theſe three MSS. of the 


| ben 
Goſpels, uſed by Wheloc, the Cod. —_— 7 


therefo 
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probably that which is at preſent marked in the Univer- 
ity library Gg. 5. 26. for though there is another Perſic 
Ms. of the Goſpels in the ſame library, yet that be- 
bnged formerly to Bp. Moore, and was not brought to 
Cambridge till ſixty years after the death of Wheloc. 
Le Long, in his Bibl. ſacra, Tom. I. p. 134. ſays that 
the Cambridge MS. uſed by Wheloc is preſerved in the 
library of Emanuel College. But 1 have examined this 
MS. and found that it did not belong to Emanuel col 
lege till the year 1681, twenty-four years after the Perſic 
Goſpels were printed; for in a blank leaf at the beginning 
on of the MS. is written, Coll. Em. Cant. Ex dono Ri- 
chardi Kidder hujus collegu quondam focu, 1681. The 
Codex Oxonienſis it is more difficult to determine. Uri, 
in his Catalogue of Oriental manuſcripts in the Bodleian 
library, enumerates only two Perſic manuſcripts of the 
Golpels, viz. p. 270. noted by him 6 and 7. the one 
one formerly in the poſſeſſion of Laud, the other formerly 
the property of Hyde. Le Long decides in favour of 
the former, and in Uri's deſcription of it we find the 
words Verſio ad verba et mentem Greci textus concin- 
owing ata, which words are uſed by Pierſon in the title-page. 

but in favour of the other manuſcript it may be ſaid, that 
es in kierſon has likewiſe in the title-page the following re- 

markable clauſe, Verſio Perſica Arabicam et Syriacam 
redolens, which very words are uſed by Uri in his. de- 
ſeription of his Codex 7. among the Perfic manuſcripts, 
chat ka ind they were probably written by ſome proprietor in a 
Peri Plank leaf of the manuſcript itſelf. The Codex Pococki- 
1e oth us has been mentioned in the preceding note. 


the fil 4. There are two title pages to Wheloc's edition, ane 
verbo ©) Wheloc himſelf, the other added by Pierſon. The 
Walz vrmer is Quatuor Evangelia Domini noſtri Jeſu'Chriſti 
Wheel berace, ad numerum ſitumque verborum Latine data. 
verſio 1652. The other is Quatuor Evangeliorum Domini 
eß w wor Jeſu Chriſti verſio Perſica, Syriacam et Arabicam 
chan t Paviſime redolens: ad verba et mentem Græci textus 
ze Peri liter et venuſte concinnata. Londini 1657. It ſeems 


gienſs llcrefore that Pierſon, not Wheloc, was of opinion that 
| this 
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this Perſic verſion was made from the Greek: or rather .. 
it was the opinion of ſome former proprietor of one of ſich 


the manuſcripts uſed by Wheloc, as the words ad verbal Abe 
et mentem Græci textus concinnata' were probably writ publſ 
ten on a blank leaf of the manuſcript itſelf. 0g 
5. A lift of manuſcripts of the Perſic verſion of thdMI' 
New Teſtament is given in Le Long Bibliotheca facra] ref 
ed. Boerner. P. I. p. 168—:1 70. or Vol. I. p. 133, 134. tis hy 
ed. Pariſ. 1723. . 10 
| ind be 

S8. N N Xx, he 

PAGE 108. | Rule 

1. As our preſent Engliſh tranflation of the Bible wa {gli 
made in the time of James I. by a ſociety of-forty-ſeve ob 
perſons appointed for that purpoſe by royal authority * 
who were divided into ſix different companies, which met ox! 


in Weſtminſter, Oxford, and Cambridge, and none of 


them probably were ſufficiently acquainted with the Ger 7 
man to derive any aſſiſtance from Luther's tranſlation, i! nd Jo 
may ſeem difficult to comprehend how the Germaniſms 75 f 
of which our author ſpeaks, ſhould have been derivec 4 / D 
from this ſource; and it may appear more reaſonable tc 15 1 


conclude, that thoſe turns of expreſſion, which are nd 
longer current in modern writings, were remnants of the 
Anglo-ſaxon idiom, of which more traces are viſible 1 
the works of that age, than in thoſe of the prefent cen 
tury. But it appears from the following circumſtances 
that our author's aſſertion is not wholly devoid of foun 
dation. 1. Luther publiſhed his German tranſlation 0 
the New Teſtament in 1523. 2. A few years previou 
to this publication William Tyndal, who had ſtudied bot 
in Oxtord and Cambridge, went abroad, ſpent ſome tim! 

in Germany, was perſonally acquainted with Luthe 
ſettled afterwards i Antwerp, and publiſhed an Engl 
Tranſlation of the N. T. in 1526. 3. John Rogers, whd 
had ſtudied in Cambridge, and ſpent a conſiderable tim 
in Germany, where he became a miniſter of a Luther 


congregation, tranſlated that part of the Old Teh 
whi 
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which Tyndal had left unfiniſhed, reviſed his tranſlation 
ofthe New, added notes and prefaces from Luther, and 
ubliſhed the whole at Hamburg in 1537, which edition 
s commonly called Matthewe's Bible, Matthewe being 
i ititious name aſſumed by Rogers. 4. It is certain 
herefore that Rogers made uſe of Luther's verſion; and 
tis highly probable that Tyndal did the ſame, as he firſt 


even tion of 1 537, came' cloſer to the original than the 

my Bilhop's Bible, their mode of tranſlation ſhould be re- 

"a tained. _ 1 N 2 11 

ple Se Walchii Bibliotheca Theologica, Tom. IV. p. 82. 

** and Johnſon's hiſtorical account of the Engliſh tranſla- 

„boss of the Bible, in Biſhop Watſon's Tracts, Vol. III. 

re 6/72. 94—96. See allo p. 309. of the preceding 

de ene and Vol. I. p. 418. of Le Long Bib. ſacra, ed. 
Pariſ. 172 $I. | 

re nd x | 

of the | | | 

ble! nee.. "NG 

a. | „AGE 109. 5 

Gul 1. The Eyangeliarium quadruplex of Blanchini con- 

5 fits of two parts, and though it is generally bound in 

ry bur volumes, yet in quoting it reference is commonly 

Abot made to the part, not to the volume, becauſe the 

« tim es are numbered through each part without interrup- 

then en. A deſcription of the manuſcripts uſed by Blan- 

gl cini is given by Dr. Semler in his Appendix to Wet- 

8, wh fein's Prolegomena, p. 635—678. 

le um 2. To the MSS. uſed by Blanchini, may be added a 
Mö. in the imperial library at Vienna, containing parts 

tamen af dt. Mark's and St. Luke's Goſpels according to the 

wich d Latin verſion. A complete deſcription has been 


nn{lated thoſe books which Luther had firſt tranſlated, 
ad began the tranſlation of the prophets only a ſhort 
ime before his death in 1536, which Luther had not 
inſhed before 1532. Laftly it appears from the 14" 
Rule given by James I. to the tranſlators of our preſent 
Encliſh Bible, that where the Engliſh tranſlations of 
Iyndal, Matthewe, &c. by which laſt is meant the 


given 
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given of it in Latin by Profeſſor Alter, and publiſhed i 
the third volume of the New Repertorium of Profeſſo 
Paulus, p. 115—1 70. | 
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PAGE II. 

3. The reading of the later verſion, or the Vulgate, i: 
Euroaquilo, whence probably our author conjectures, thad 
the Greek MSS, from which this verſion was made, had 
Evgaxuawp, the reading of the Cod. Alexandrinus. 

4. To the editions of the old Latin verſion, either of 
the whole or of part of it mentioned by our author, ma 
be added Dr. Semler's edition of the Latin text of the 
Goſpel of St. John, taken from the Codex Cantabrigi: 
enſis. It is printed with his Paraphraſis Evangeln J 
bannis, 2 tom. 1771, 1772. 8vo, and it will ſhortly be 
publiſhed by Dr. Kipling, with types tune the 
original. For further information on this ſubject, ſec L 


Long Biblioth. facra, ed. Maſch, P. II. Vol. III. cap. I. 


8 B E N. XXIII. 


: PAGE 112. 

1. As the Latin tranſlation was added in order to ren. 
der the original more intelligible to the inhabitants of 
thoſe countries, in which Greek was not ſpoken, it 15 
natural to ſuppoſe, that the tranſlation would be adapted} 
to the original, not the original to the tranſlation ; and 
it ſeems extraordinary, for this very reaſon, that the Jatter 
conjecture could ever occur to a critic fo eminent 3 
Wien. 

2. It is not impoſſible that ſome of theſe Latin ver- 
ſions were written ſeveral centuries after the commence- 
ment of Chriſtianity. It is the generally received op- 
nion that the Latin verſions, found in the Codices 
Græco-Latini, as well as thoſe publiſhed by Blanchini, 
exiſted in their preſent form, before the age of Jerom. 
But no ſatisfactory proof has ever been given of this affer- 
tion; for though the quotations of Lucifer of C 
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nd other Latin fathers, who liv 1 
* yp — coincide with he wo ben — 
"hay 1s Sow as the other Tad they —— by 
wiles Obvferiat] ON | imſelf acknowledges in his OY 
tut a Lat ions, P. II. ch. xxi. No one will 3 
ted = _ n or verfions of the New Teft = 
[the bends y 1n the fourth, but even before as 
ertullian 852 8 . e OE ENE from the ee * 
omena Þ 8 oft EV IP pendix to Wetſtein's P 
E _ 
ited by Tertullian, is among th ine, that the Aae 
i | , Ong the number : 
N Ae. Codice: „ — ee 
Kezopraphia G er the age of Jerom, (fee Mont, wi 
Men vg auth __ III. cap. 1, 2, 3, 4.) at b 
le, though 58 6 of the Vulgate had in > great Farm 
kaent verſions ory » ſuperſeded the uſe of eres > 
dthe Greek text of : Latin verſions therefore anne — 
of thoſe * xt of theſe manuſcripts, for the Wer 
our the * es unable to underſtand the 3 
* aus p of a tranſlation, may be conſid 1 
iginal productions of thoſe ages 2 ich 
— UC 


dftions ada | 
| pted to the text of 
pt. If thi text of each particula 
Codices 5 ſtatement be true, the Latin EE 
ræco-Latini have a mixed text — 
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Kadi 5 
ngs of the Vul 
ere 1 gate, and partl | . 
| p borrowed from the p Barnes 24 of readings which 
_ PAGE 112. | 
3. 0 Itala 1 1 3. 
s perhaps an erratum in the manuſcripts of 
< 8 4 


in ver- Wot: 
ultin's wor illa, 
orks for illa, and perhaps the genuine 
8 


2 | lng 1 
© OPl- 4 , ©1n ipfis aut - l | TROP 
Codices kraur,” &c. T. Ln ad interpretationibus illa cæteris 
weh, ed by Call conjecture was made by Bent! 
um. ey, and adopted by para Erneſt; 
2 5 


N other eminent criti 
like mad re critics. See the argum 3 
Fee ee e 
rneſti Inſtitutio interpretis N. T. 8 _ 
I. p. 121. 
ed. 


Jerom. 
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and 
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ed. 1775. If this conjecture is grounded, the error w gen 
occaſioned by a tranſcriber, who read ITLA for ILL ali: 
and ſuppoſed it to be an abbreviation of ITALA. Bu lon 
there 1s an inconvenience attending this conjecture, which ul! 
conſiſts in the word nam,” becauſe if Itala be altered . 
la, and the ſentence be'written in ipfis autem inteefGer 
pretationibus 1lla ceteris præferatur, nam eſt verboru tei. 
tenacior, &c. there is ſomething wanting to determinMlili 
the ſenſe of illa: and if, in order to effect this purpoſi te 
we change © nam” into © que,” as ſome critics have don 
who defend the reading illa, we take a liberty which WMbr 
wholly unwarranted. To avoid therefore the neceſſty WM ris 
ſo violent an alteration, another ingenious conjecture w; 
propoſed by Potter. He ſuppoſes that Itala is a miſtakWuder: 
for uſitata, and that the paſſage ſtood originally, as wi 

ten in the moſt ancient manuſcripts, as follows INIPS 
AUTEMINTERPRETATIONIBUSUSITAT 

- CAETERISPRAEFERATUR, &c.; that a trance t. 
ber, after having copied © interpretationibus,” took . 
firſt ſyllable of uſitata, on returning to his manuſcrii Ms iter 
for the laſt ſyllable of the word, which he had juſt wh: 
ten, and of courſe read the next word ITATA, wiioun 
he concluded to be an erratum for ITALA, and H 
this manner produced our preſent ſpurious reading. N Ge 


. 


PAGE 114. 

1. One might almoſt ſuſpect that tranſlations, wh 
abound in barbariſms of this nature, were written in 
ages of ignorance, and after Latin had ceaſed to be lt m. 
living language. oy 

DD Gs confiſtently with his favourite HH Jar 
theſis, explains as provincialiſms theſe deviations ir [> 
claſſic purity. Bur whatever latitude be allowed 1 Wb 
principle, it ſeems to be inſufficient to explain 1uc! 
amples as © unus ſcriba, where the uſe of unus, not? 
adjective of number, but as an article, is ſo contrary te 


ot 


n 
Fi For tt 
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:nus of the Latin language, that it could never have 

deen admitted, even in the moſt diſtant provinces, as 

long as Latin was a living language. It is an idiom pe- 

liar to the dialects of the North, and could never have 

xcurred to any Latin writer before the ancient tribes of 
Germany, after their conqueſts of Italy had engrafted 
er language on the Latin, and produced the modern 
alan. In ſhort, * unus ſcriba? is nothing more than 
he German ein ſchreiber, and the Italian uno ſcriba, 
ad implies a familiarity with theſe expreſſions. Theſe 
cblerrations are made on the ſuppoſition, that our author 
s nght in ſaying, that in the expreſſions unus ſcriba, 
nus princeps, &c. the word © unus' is uſed as a modern 
determinate article, like the Italian © uno.” But it was 
rbably uſed as an indefinite pronoun, and as ſynony- 
tous to quidam, in the ſame manner as eig is ſome- 
mes uſed for ric: ſince unus ſcriba, Matth. viii. 19. 
wt. vü. 19. as in the German original, an errat um, 
ich by accident I neglected to alter in the tranſlation) 
literally tranſlated from T5 Yer phaTevs 3 and with re- 
ke to princeps unus, Matth. ix. 18. though «gywv alone 
ound in the common editions, yet ſeveral manuſcripts 
voted by Wetſtein have * XV TH, and One has Lp Xuv £15. 
de Gelner's Theſaurus, art. Unus, where Geſner quotes 
us pater familias, from Cicero de Oratore. 


PAGE II5. 

. Salmacidus is not quoted by Cicero from Ennius, 
de line which he quotes is the following. 

ons, vu Salmaci, da ſpolia fine ſudore et ſanguine, 

itten in! | De Officus, Lib. IV. c. 18. 

It may be obſerved, that this example muſt not be 
Mit in the Vulgate, where we find a different expreſ- 
r James iii. 11. but in the old Latin verſion publiſhed 
Water. Matth. ili. 24. is an erratum in the German 
nel for Matth. iv. 24. which is not altered in the 
alwi, becauſe, though I knew it, to be an error, I 
not diſcovered the real place, till after that page had 
M already printed. | | 


4. See 
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4. See Note 2. | 
1 PAGE 116. 

5. The firſt example, which our author produces in 
favour of his hypotheſis, that one of the old Latin ver 
ſions was made by a native Syrian, is taken from Mar 
i. 9. where the Codd. Vercellenſis and Veronenſis for ah 
Wanne have ab Johannen. The origin of this term con 
nation he ſeeks in the Syriac verſion, in which Johannes 
is exprefled by A. (Juhanan) ; but it is ſurely mort 
reaſonable to aſcribe it to the ignorance of a copyiſt i | 
later ages, who knew not whether ab' governed an aba nur 
tive, or an accuſative. It is therefore mere accident ui of 
the proper name in queſtion ends in both verſions witer m 
the ſame letter. Beſides, if the Syriac has been the cauſi v 
of theſe ſolceciſms, how ſhall we explain the origin oP tel 
Scriptum eſt in Eſeiam prophetam, which is found in ti el ir 
Cod. Vercellenſis, Mark i. 1. (Evangeliarium quad cc 
plex, P. II. p. 310.) for, in Efaia propheta. In Span. 
Efaias is exprefied by L (Eſabjo): the falſe gore ed 
ment therefore obſervable in the Latin, cannot pong 
fibly be aſcribed to any other cauſe, than the ig edi 
rance of the writer or tranſcriber. ' The other exam er i 
are felected, witli a view of ſhewing what our authq pte 
aſſerts in this paragraph, that there are Syriaſms in np wa 
Latin yerſions, where none are obſervable in the GH ect 
and that theſe idioms are to be aſcribed to a native “ 1! 
Syria, who, in tranflating the Greek Teſtament Ve, a 
Latin, derived aſſiſtance from the verſion of bis 0 
country. The following may ſerve as a ſpecimen. Wh be 
viii. 17. the common Greek text is weru puh et 
| x%gNev vw, Which, expreſſed word for word, is ob 
ſum habetis cor veſtrum ; but the Latin verſions n ion | 
Codex Cant. and the Brixienſis have obtuſa ſunt cone of | 
veſtra. Now the uſe of the verb © ſum” inſtead of babes, 
our author ſays muſt be aſcribed to the Syriac vero 
which has here S 4] has h cor durum eft 1 
But what neceſſity is there for having recourle 40. 
| Syriac verſion, to explain the origin of a phraſe, 7 
inſtead of being a Syriaſm, is better Latin * 
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Iteral tranſlation of the Greek ? And whoever examines 
is other examples, will find that they may be all ex- 
laned, without having recourſe to a verſion, which was 
erdaps unknown, or at leaſt unintelligible to the authors 
if theſe Latin tranſlations. The example which our 
uthor alleges in the note from Ridley's Diſſertation is 
concluſive, as he himſelf acknowledges. 


es IN 
ver 
Mar 
Or 40 
erm 


nes 

pe 4 AGE- £173 

i in 6. If Jewiſh converts, inhabitants of Italy in the firſt 
a; MWMenury, had applied themſelves to the tranſlation of any 
+ wal of the Greek Teſtament into Latin, which is how- 


er mere conjecture, it would be {till inſufficient to ex- 


8 with | . 
lan what our author aſſerts with reſpect to the Syriaſms 


cu 

in theſe Latin verſions, fince the Jews of thoſe ages who 
in ti e in Europe ſpake no other language than the Greek, 
yadrd d could read the Old Teſtament only in the Septua- 
Serif If it be replied that a native of Syria might have 


ed in Rome, and applied himſelf to the taſk. of tran-. 
Wing Greek into Latin, a matter which is in itſelf almoſt 
credible, we may anſwer, that no Chriſtian community, 
ider in Rome or any other city of Italy, would have 
epted ſuch a tranſlation, where perſons could not have 
an wanting, who were able to tranſlate the original into 
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Greeſſ ect and genuine Latin, | 
1ative BR | Tbe examples, which our author has alleged in his 
ent in r, as proofs that Syriaſms are contained in the Latin 
his 0 lions, where none are obſervable in the Greek, are 
n. May vholly ſatisfactory. One of them has been men- 


ned in the fifth Note, which no more deſerves the 


5 i . , 
me of a Syriaſm, than the expreſſion uſed in the Syriac 


15 obt 


ons in Hon the title of a Latiniſm. That a literal tranſla- 
unt col of the Greek Teſtament, which is full of Oriental 
{ babe , as being written by natives of the Eaſt, ſhould | 
\c verily the {ame peculiarities, as the original, is by no means 
| eſt yOu wrdinary ; and if in ſome examples expreſſions are 
ire to ered in the Latin verſions, which favour of the 


mern idiom, where the Greek phraſe is pure and claſ- 
vs not more reaſonable, as. the tranſlations were 
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made in countries where Syriac was unknown, to aſcribę b 
them to the influence of habit acquired by the da f. 
ſtudy of a work that is written in Syriac-Greek ? IH 9 
examples of coincidence between the Syriac and thy ce 
Vulgate, 1n readings which are found in no Greek ma 
nuſcript now extant, afford no proof that the one w | 
either taken from, or even conſulted in the compoſitoM tic 
of the other, and ſhew only that they were tranſlate pre 
from Greek manuſcripts written in an early age, befor. 
length of time had introduced the preſent variety. tra 
pt | | Was 
. 8 | gu; 
C hay 
| tow 
do hn [ENGL TE. - 3 
I. Our author here diſcovers in the Latin verſions Wi lat 
_ knowledge of orthographical minutiæ, in regard to ſp l, 
riac proper names, where no fuch knowledge is vi rs 
That Caphernaum is uſed in ſome of them inſtead iſ nc 
Capernaum is by no means extraordinary, ſince 0 brie 
vayp 15 found in Greek manuſcripts, and was perhaps i k&, 
moſt ancient reading, as it is thus quoted by Origet 
Scarioth by no means correſponds to the Syriac orthd 
graphy, which is Scariuto, and this word is ſo different 
written in the Latin verſions, in ſome Iſcariotes, in othe 
Scariotes, in others again Scarioth, and laſtly, in t l. 
Cod: Veronenſis Carioth, that no inference can be i de C 
duced from it. At all events there is no neceſſit) 1 
referring to the Syriac, ſince Exaguorns is a various rf dad 
ing m che Greek; and even were this reading not in i Dktior 
Greek, why cannot a Latin tranflator have dropped i nc 
initial vowel without the intervention of the Syria, Whou 


well as the Syriac tranſlator without the intervention 
the Latin. It is an overſight which is naturally to 
expected from an inhabitant as well of ancient as of m 
dern Italy, for the number of words which begin W 
Sc, both in Latin and Italian, greatly ſurpaſſes the nu 
of thoſe, which begin with Sc preceded by a vowel. Wi 
reſpect to the teſtimony of Auguſtin, no inference © 
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be deduced from 1t that Latin verſions were made in the 
firſt century, for the prima fidei tempora, of which he 
peaks, may relate to the ſecond, as well as the firſt 
century. 3 08: | 
i + PAGE: I16.- | | 
2. The learned and ingenious Eichhorn, in his In- 
troduction to the Old eit ment, ſuppoſes with more 
rrobability that the firſt Latin verſion of the Bible was 
made in Africa, where Latin alone being underſtood, a 
tranſlation was more neceſſary, where the Latin verſion 
was held in the higheſt veneration, and where the lan- 
guage being ſpoken with leſs purity, barbariſms might 
have more eafily, been introduced, than in a provincial 
town in Italy. | | 

z. But the Greek Teſtament could not have been tran- 
lated into Latin before the canon had been formed, which 
was, certainly not made in the firſt century. See Milli 
Prolegomena, & 195. Semleri Commentarii hiſtorici de 
atiquo Chriſtianorum ſtatu, Tom. I. p. 35-39. and 
breſbachii Hiſtoria textus epiſtolarum Paulinarum, 
ER. . ö 12s he . 


$0867; XEVL, 


» 
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1, It appears, from the fac ſimile which the editor of 
the Cod. Boernerianus, has annexed to fol. 23. that diſ- 
uct intervals are between each word; Phil. ii. 4. the 
ading is diſtinctly cxa5rors XOTVTES, and the Latin tran- 
tion is ſinguli laborantes. The copyiſt therefore in 
ade en a more ancient manuſcript, written 
Whout intervals, having by a falſe diviſion of the two 
Greek words converted oxorevres into xomuvres, Altered in 
eonſequence of this error the Latin conſiderantes into 
orantes. But his alteration is incomplete and incon- 
iltent, for he ſhould have changed at the ſame time ſin- 


dali into ſingulis. 
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SEC r EVIL: 


nog a PAGE 123. 

1. Wetſtein, in quoting from the Latin verſions which 
differ from the Vulgate, quotes them indiſcriminately 
under the title Codices Latini, but Grieſbach has made 
a very accurate diſtinction between each individual ma- 
nuſcript, which he quotes by name, and of which he has 
given a catalogue to the number of ſeventeen. See his 
Preface, p. 23, 24. In ſhort, he has ſhewn himſelf in 
this, as well as in every other reſpect, to be the moſt 
confummate critic; that ever undertook an edition of the 
Greek Teſtament. - To the readings of Latin manu- 
ſcripts which he has given in this admirable work, may 

1 be added thoſe of the Codex Evangeliorum Latinus 
| Harleii, and Codex Epiſtolarum Latinus Harleii, which 
| he has communicated in his Symbolæ Critice, p. 407 
— 382. | 


S E. C T. XXVII. 
PAGE 123. 
1. Sce Milli Prolegomena, § 8 50—869. 


„ W 


p AGE 124. 
2. Examples are given in Wetſtein's Prolegometi, 


pP · 83. : 4 En : 

3. For a'deſcription' of the Divina Bibliotheca Hiero- WW . 
nymi, ſee Le Long Bibl. ſacra, ed. Maſch, P. II. Vol. III. mim 
cap. 1. 8 18. or Walchii Bibl. patriſtica, p. 346. Wyn 
alt 05468 bred 0 

67 Er. XXX. nhal 
PAGE 125. . 


1. This is aſſerted by Mill in his Prolegomena, 9 140]. 
With reſpect to our author's Note at the bottom of the 
page, where he produces a paſſage from Theganus 5 
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ſhew that Charlemagne collated the Latin Goſpels both 
with the Greek and with the Syriac, I muſt confeſs that 
have not ſufficient confidence in the authority of The- 
ch ganus, to believe that Charlemagne, or even his ſecretary 
iy Alcuin, underſtood a ſyllable of Syriac. It is probable 
ge that neither of them underſtood much of the Greek lan- 
guage, which in thoſe days was very little known in the 


ect of Europe. 
his | | PAGE 126. : 
7 2. A deſcription of a manuſcript of the Vulgate, writ- 
of een in the 13th. century, is given in the Repertorium, 
os Vol. XVII. p. 183—206. under the title Notitia co- 
pH: keis manuſcripti membranacei e fæculo 13"? totius vul- 
may gatæ verſionis bibliorum SS. propoſita a C. L. Bauero. 
1 For a general deſcription of the manuſcripts of the Latin 
Wl rerfion, ſee. Le Long Bibl. ſacra, ed. Boerner, P. I. p. 5 34 
307 574. or Vol. I. p. 234—250. ed, Pariſ. 1723. 
PAGE 127. | 
3 A complete account of all the editions of the Vul- 
gate is given in Le Long Bibl. ſacra, ed, Maſch, P. II. 
Vol. III. cap. 2. 
S. FIG XXII. 
mena, 7 71 
3 PAGE 130. 8 8 
Hiero- . This is an original German name, and is the di- 
01. 1, nunutive of the word Wolf: it is written in correct Ger- 


. Wolfelein, but corruptly pronounced Wäölfila, or 
Ulfila, in the dialects of Switzerland, Bavaria, and 
* to which that of the Mœſo-Goths, who likewiſe 
mabited the banks of the Danube, is nearly allied. 


PAGE 131. 
$1 ＋ 2, See alſo Lardner's Works, Vol. IV. p. 137. ed. 1788. 
n 0 che 2 SN * 1301 | | 
anus, i 1 Ne 132% | 
den 3: The works of Simeon Metaphraſtes, who was born 
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- . We $4 , { 
in Conſtantinople at the end of the ninth century, were 
publiſhed at Paris in 1 5/56, 8vo. ' iT 
. bi ESTALCY 1 2 ASTHOIE 01 bes ae 
By DF. 2 N | 
HALO Es e eee 1: 
4. The German title of this ſmall treatiſe is Verſuch 
einer Erläuterung einer alten Spur der Gothiſchen Ueber- 


ſetzung; it was publiſned at Halle in 1764. re 
CODER OE} er om 6 _— | | tick: 
VVV "Ui 
P obeWe yoo void 1... oem 
1. To place this diſpute in a clear point of view, 2 
it is neceſſary to obſerve, that the expreſſion * Ger- Got 
man language,” taken in its moſt extenſive ſenſe, (or, he A 
as we ay, Teutonic') and as uſed by Fulda, Ade- | 
lung, and others, who have the moſt profound knov- Wl 4 
ledge of its antiquity, includes not only the dialects it 
of modern Germany, but all thoſe languages which Wi c.. 
are ſpoken from the provinces on the fouthern banks ah 
of the Hantfbe, to the borders of the Frozen Sea. It : 
is divided into two principal claſſes, the High and the Tn 
Low German': the former comprehends all thoſe dialects, Wi |. th 
which are ſpoken in Upper Saxony, Franconia, Suabia, WW .1 th 
the circle of the upper Rhine, Switzerland, Bavaria, Au- ber o. 
ſtria, and in ancient times from the ſource to the moum WY Digi 
of the Danube : probably therefore in the country inha- N nati 


bited by the Mæœſo-Goths. The ſecond claſs, or the Lov Wi ne ; 
German, comprehends the dialects of Lower Saxon), con. 
and Weſtphalia,” che Daniſh, Swediſh, or, as it may be Argen 

called, Sto: Gothic, in oppoſition to Mazfo-Gothuc, Ice- — 
landiſh, Flemiſh; Dutch, and Engliſh, as ſpoken before het 
it was mixed with Norman-French. This diſtinction 

being made, it will appear that many of the argument 
uſed in the controverſy, relative to the language of the 
Codex Argenteus, are merely verbal, and that the opp 
ſite parties frequently agree, where they ſeem to . 
And, what is ſtill more unfortunate, the neglect of 


diſtinction has led to very falſe concluſions : for — 
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* 
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i ſmilarity between the language of the Codex Argen- 
eus, and that of the modern High German, has been 
uſed as an argument that the verſion mult be Frankiſh, 
s if the language of the old inhabitants of Meocfia were 
not a dialect of the High German, as well as the Frank- 
ih; and on the other hand, a ſimilarity with the Swediſh 
has been uſed as an argument, that the verſion is Go- 
ic, as if Suio-Gothic and Mœſo-Gochic were the fame. 

2. The Danes and the Swedes have an indefinite ar- 
ticle en for the maſculine, et for the neuter : but when 
the article is intended to be uſed definitely, they write it 
$4 termination of the noun, to which it belongs. This 
peculiarity being not obſervable in the Codex Argenteus, 


uch 
ber- 


e, s an argument that its dialect is not that of the Suio- 
Ger- Coths; but it leaves the queſtion undecided, whether it 
(l, Bi be Marſo-Gothic, or Frankiſh. i 
Ade. ;. Withchis difference, chat the Swedes and the Danes 
12 never prefix the ſyllable ge or ga to the participle, where- 
bel it is ſometimes prefixed to it in the Codex Argenteus. 
oi p. 49. of Lye's Gothic Grammar, prefixed to his 
Da 1 eition of the Gothic verſion. nod al 
7 * 4. The formation of German verbs, by prefinng, the 
, q Vable ge, is not peculiar to the dialect o Thüringen, 
ve or the writings of Ottfried, but is extremely common in 
u, che dialects of the High German; and a great num- 
» 1 WY of examples are given by Adelung, in his German 
1785 Dictionary, Vol. II. p. 434. whereas this mode of for- 
2 mton is not uſed in the Daniſh or Swediſh. Now as 
RY the fyllable ga, Which is Only a leſs refined promincia- 


5 won, is inceſſantly applied in this manner in the Codex 
Agenteus, it affords a very. ſtrong Ne that its 
wald gung is not Suio-Gothic, but like, the, argument 


mentioned, Note 2. it leaves the queſtion un ecided, 
Fhether che verſion was written in the country of the 
of the Franks, or in the ancient province of Mcoeha, 
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S E. T. XXXIV. l (qh « 

877 in, 

Feu PAGE 142. | 5 

3 arguments uſed in this par aan ſufficient the te 

evince that the dialect of the Codex Argenteus is that q 6. 
a nation which, like the Mcoeſo-Goths, bordered on thi 
Greek empire, and therefore not the dialect of che Franks 

But it muſt not be forgotten that the Mœſo- Gothic .) 

ſtill a German dialect; it has a verb Haban (habere), zar 

well as other dialects their Haben, and if Haban occuf 8. 


in no inſtance of the Codex Argenteus as an auxiliarſprody 
it mult. be aſcribed to the circumſtance, that this verſio 
is a cloſe copy of the Greek, and that the paſt time; 
be expreſſed in all the German dialects, both with ar 
without the auxiliary. - To the influence of the Grebe. 
may be likewiſe. aſcribed the uſe of the Dual, and Mie, 
moſt, though not all of thoſe words of the Codex Arge 910 
teus, which were never uſed by thoſe German tribes, thi 
were unconnected with foreigners. | 

2. The Mco{o-Gothic is not the only German dialed 
in which this word is uſed. See Lye's Saxon Diction, 
art. Sweltanz and 1 Gloſſarium Sulo-Gothycim f 1 440 
Swaelta. a; oi vd b | 

3. See the 0 to They Glofſariim' Suio-Gothicu | 
p. 6. But many of the words, that are quoted by Buffs i 
beck, approach much -nearer to the modern Germain; p 
than to the language. of the Codex Argentens, and aired: 
rather to be aſcribed. to the Saxon colonies that we 
planted in Tranfylvania and in the neighbouring pl 
vinces, ſome. centuries. ago, than to be conſidered 


remnants of the ente dect +>] 
An OUS K anſfim 
pA 143. 

4. Theſe Latin words. may be aſcribed to the infll 
ence of the Roman colony, which Trajan planted 2. Va 
Dacia. 

5. In the Gothic . vis 18 invariably tranflat 


by the original German word * wato,” but Luke 2 
W. 
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where ToTX{406 is tranſlated by , flodus,” the word c aqha” 
(qh correſponds to the Gothic ©) is written in the mar- 
gin, but with what intent it is difficult to determine. In 
he printed editions of the Gothie verſion it 1s taken into 


entli 


the text, and compounded with © flodus,” | 
\at ol. 6. See Fabricii Bibl. Græca, Vol. VI. p. 599 
„„ 
chic 1 7. See alſo Semleri interpretatio loci in Cærimoniali 


yzantino, qui ro Porfuxeov commemorat. Halæ 1749, 4to. 


re), 4 . 1 
: 8, But-the arguments, which our author has already 


occu 

xilia oduced, are ſufficiently convincing, that the verſion, 
vero ontained in the Codex Argenteus, was not written with- 
me ci a the limits of Germany, properly fo called, and that it 
th an cxactly ſuch as might be expected from a German 
Greel Arbe, which was ſettled on the borders of the Greek em- 


and Are, and in the neighbourhood of a Roman colony. 


Arge 5 

"es, (ln 1 th 11d} be eee ee ee 
S. E C.. XXVII. 

n dialed 44% a ' . 1 C375 1444171 OT il * | 

(1004 PAGE 152. 4 i) A (1.3141 2 


1. Theſe words are not in the edition of the Gothic 
fron publiſhed by Junius and Marſhall, nor in that 
unted at Stockholm, but they may be ſeen in Ihre Ul- 
utes illuſtratus, p. 67. ed. Büſching. In Benzel's edi- 
n, publiſhed: by Lye at Oxford in 1750, they arc re- 
red to the Gothic text: on which Benzel obſerves in 


cum: 


that wi bote to chis paſſage, Evidens legiſſe noſtrum dig 
ring pt a anden os un Worm Jovapure £9 mW owpart Hu, At 
Gdered' rum eſt nullius nec codicis nec verſionis conſenſum 


periri, quod haud dubie movit Junium, ut verba lectu 
nina ex editione ſua expungeret. | 


| r AE 63. 1 
2. Various readings from the Gothic verſion were firſt 
ited by Fell in the Oxford edition of 1675, others 
i added by Mill, and ſtill more by Wetſtein. 


the inf 
planted 


tranſlate 


uke Vl. 4 
whe 


5 8 GW 


2. A ne edition of the Slavonian verſion was pub 
bſhed at Moſcow in 1783, 4to. 


among which are three in uncial letters, and alſo in ſ 


where they are taken from a Slavonian manuſcript in 


ed critic in that branch of criticiſm, and printed in 
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. E C. T. XXXVII. vo 


* 7 of 


PAGE 155, | 


. See Semleri diſſertatio def primis initiis Chriſtians lem! 
inter Ruſfos religtonis, Halæ 176g, 4to. 


„ ers. 


3. It is well knowg. that this paſſage is omitted 
moſt of the Greek manuſcripts. See Grieſbach in loc 
e eee ere 


4. This verſe is omitted in many Greek manuſcript 
veral ancient verſions. The Cod. Bezæ is here defecti 


T4. ron 4810 PAGE 158. . 

5. Some few readings of the Slavonian verſion 
given by Wetſtein and Grieſbach, for inſtance Acts x 
28. but very copious and accurate extracts have bet 
given from it by Profeſſor Alter, in his edition of 
Greek Teftament, publiſhed at Vienna in 1787, Vol 
p. 375390. . where: the readings are taken from 
edition printed at Moſcow: in 1614: p. 1122—1135 


imperial library marked 3 566, and p. 11571194. l 
wiſe from a Sſavonian manuſcript in che ſame ibi 
marked 35 5. Theſe relate to the four Goſpels. Vol. 
p. 968—103g9. are extracts from the Acts and the Ef 
tles, from a Slavonian manuſcript marked in the 1 
rial library 101. | 
6. Since the publication of our author's Introducti 
a very excellent deſcription of the Slavonian verſion 
been communicated by Dobrowſky, a profoundly aß. de 
lu. 
Neue Orientaliſche Bibliothek, Vol. VII. p. 155! 


Of this eſſay the following are a few extracts. * 
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uronian verſion is very literally tranflated from the 
ek, the Greek conſtruction being frequently retained 
here it is Contrary to the genius of the Slavonian; and 
gembles in general the moſt ancient manuſcripts. 2. In 
E Goſpels it agrees with the Codex Stephani u, more 
quently than with any other Greek manuſcript. 3. In 
u catholic epiſtles it agrees in general with the Codex 
xandrinus, and frequently in the Revelation. 4. In 


ml with the moſt ancient manuſcripts, but ſometimes 
ith one, ſometimes with another, yet moſt frequently 
th Wetſtein's Codex E. 5. Of the readings adopted 
Grieſbach in the text of his Greek Teſtament, the 


united evidence of ancient manuſcripts is againſt 
common printed reading, the Slayonian verſion agrees 
th the ancient manuſcripts. 17. It has not been altered 
m the Vulgate, as ſome have ſuppoſed, though the 
t in itſelf almoſt incredible. 8. It varies from the 


on Muck TheophylaR, in as many inſtances as they agree: 
A their coincidence is to be aſcribed, not to an altera- 
ve be Nom Theophylact, but to the circumſtance, that 
n of © Theophylact and the author of the Slavonian ver- 
5 Vol uſed the Greek edition. 9. The Slavonian verſion 
rom e or no readings: peculiar to itſelf, or what the 
mm 2 cs call lectiones fingulares,” 

pt ot Dobrowſky' adds, chat the extracts made by Alter 
OW In the Goſpels, Acts and Epiſtles, are ſelected with 
© 


fat accuracy, but that thoſe which Matthai has taken 
In the Revelation are erroneous and uſeleſs. 


- 
— 
* 


4 
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PAGE 158. 


dh EA dee alſo Simon Hiſt. crit. des verſions du N. T. 
ited * 11. Our author, in referring to Le Long's Bibli- 
5% facra, means Vol. I. of the Paris edition of 1723. 
5 Bis 00 Boerner's edition, the account of the Anglo- ſaxon 


on 1s given P. II. p. 02—316. 
pe OO MY 2. The 


* Acts, and in the epiſtles of St. Paul, it agrees in ge- 


honian verſion has at leaſt three-fourths. 6. Where 
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| 2. The edition of 1571 was printed in London, in yt 
| and has a preface by. John Fox, which is dedicated 
| Queen Elizabeth. The edition of 1638 was likewi 
| | printed in London, and contains fragments both of th 
| Old and New Teſtament. The edition of 166; \ 
printed at Dordrecht, with the Mceſo-Gothic verſi 
and re-printed at Amfterdam i in 1684. 
3 See Milli r 8 . 6; 


PAGE 150. 

87 Various readings from the alone verſion 
the four Goſpels were firſt quoted by Mill, who toc 
them from the papers of Marſhall. See his Prolegomen 
$1462. With relpe& to its antiquity, the learned 
not agreed, but it is generally referred to ſome pan 
the eighth century. For an account of the manulcri 
of the . verſion, fee Le Long Bibliothe 
facra, Tom. . p, 422,423. ed. 1723. very * 
plete catalo 6 of Anglo-ſaxon manu cripts in Tien 


© 
even 
$15 f 
Olle& 
emſe 
lin 
nal 


given in Wanley's Appendix to Hickess I enl þ 
publiſh at Oxtord' in 1 Pp 5. Kier 5 
| +4 3 1 8 en 1 | lf 
e of * ＋ E. R Fun Fe 
. the nam h of the Greek Ti ament,. domi bit 
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PAGE 1 59. 
1. A codex criticus is a manuſcript, in uh 
tranſcriber, inſtead of. copying ing from one and the pr 
ancient manuſcript, ſelects from ſeveral thoſe rea 
which to kim 3 17 to be the beſt 


Net PAGE 160 Be 
. 2. 10855 alſo the Prolegomena to Profeſſor Birch's fi de 
tion of the four Golpels, rt at Copen, | 
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88, in which the learned editor has deſcribed a very 
at number, particularly of the manuſcripts preſerved 
g the libraries of Italy, which before his time had been 
her totally neglected, or very imperfectly examined. 
rofeffor Alter has likewiſe communicated extracts from 
ſenna manuſcripts, in his edition of the Greek Teſta- 
tent publiſhed at Vienna in 1787. See Vol. I. p. 323 
1078. Vol. II. p. 415—967. 


r 


PAGE 161. 


gomenf 1. See Mill's Prolegomena, $ 1052-1057. But to 
arned ¶erent confuſion it is neceſſary to obſerve, that o arg o- 
1 10 iz frequently uſed in a different ſenſe, denoting not a 
muſcrip 


ile&ion of leſſons from the epiſtles, but the epiſtles 
hemſelves. See Grieſbach's Hiſtoria textus cpigolarum 
ſulinarum, ſect. 2. § 10. Thoſe manuſcripts, which 
Intain leſſons from the four Goſpels, are called in ge- 
ml Evangeliſtaria. See Wetſtein's Prolegomena, p. 62. 
a. This manuſcript belonged formerly to Ceſar de 
ly, and will be deſcribed in a ſubſequent ſection, 
der the title Codex Goettingenſis 2. A tranſcript of 
e lift of leſſons from our author's Or. Bibl. would be 
pn to the preſent purpoſe. | 
. Becauſe additions of this kind might be more eaſily 
mitted into a Lectionarium, than into a regular tran- 
apt of the Greek Teſtament. Their non-admiffion 
krefore is a ſtronger proof againſt their authenticity, in 
former caſe, than 1n the latter. 


1. 


which 
id the fal 
e readin 


| PAGE 162. | | 
& To render this example more intelligible, it may 
obſerved that the genuine text of this paſſage, and 
uch Grieſbach has reſtored, 15 X COTEVTOS de autres Tov 
. te 24 Iuanm, but that in ſeveral Lectionaria a new 
on begins with Acts iii. 11. and in the following 
2 Ev Touc neee EXFLVG LG KEUTEVTOS TH 1. Nee XwAs, 
= ow the intertion of Ts l eros %wA8 WAS neceſ- 


ſary 


Birch's 
ſy” | 
171 
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ſary in the beginning of the leſſon, in order to info; 
the audience of the ſubject of diſcourſe ; but in the thin 
chapter of the Acts, in which mention had been alread 
made of the healing of the lame man, avrs was ſufficien 
and ru iwwgevrog X08 would have been wholly luper 
fluous. . pp fey ns | 

5. This interpolation; from a Lectionarium is likewi 
rejected by Grieſbach, as alſo «me 6 Kygios, Luke vil, 
and os weps Tov IIA, Acts xx1. 8. | 

6. Allo in the two Vienna manuſcripts deſcribed Hs 
Treſchow, and noted by Grieſbach Codd. 124, 11M; 
Namely the two verſes of St. Luke's Goſpel, ch. i x4 
43, 44. are copied in theſe manuſcripts after the thin | 
ninth verſe of Matth. xxvi. But in the laſt of theſe th ο 
manuſcripts the addition is only in the margin. ſe 

7. Animadyerteram multoties in media lectione qui in {; 

dam omiſſa eſſe, quæ legerentur in alia lectione. nuſc 

Evangelium ſecundum Lucam, ed. Matthäi, p. 4 

8. This is probably an erratum for Luke xxii. 44 

To comprehend in what reſpects Wetſtein is here ina Lib 
curate, it is neceſſary to conſult Matthäi's note to H eln 
paſſage. Wetſtein however has not quoted falſely; i 
has only quoted too little. He mentions ten Exang inter 
liſtaria, in which the two verſes, Luke xxii. 43, 44. d begy 
omitted. This is a real fact, and cannot be denied e ort 
by Matthai, though this learned editor relates, that His g 
the ſame Evangeliſtaria the ſame leſſon is found in Ae 
other part, in which theſe. verſes are not omitted. H ont 
words, which, as too often happens in the writings4 
this profound critic, were not dictated by a ſpirit of cle 
berality and good breeding, are the following : * 5! «ſkis b 
Wetſtenius primam lectionem intellexit, cum dixit la 
abeſſe, teſtimonium ejus veritati conſentaneum et: | 
de altera lectione monuit, mentitus eſt.” 4 2 . 
9. An accurate deſcription of the Evangeliſtata eum 
expected from Dr. Grieſbach, in the ſecond volume 
his Symbolæ criticæ. See the firſt volume, p. cc 


SEC 


* = - Ca by 9 9 5 r N My Ser of 
r 1 be FT \ ee 1 ID LS MRASIALS.. Les - 
FRE n Gat * by N 
en = 


NOTES TO CHAP. VIII. SECT. III. 639 


infor 8 
e third 
Uread 
Hcien 


luper 


S.CT: MM 


PAGE 165. | 
1. Our author is here totally ſilent in regard to the 
merits of the immortal Semler, who was the firſt critic 
that ventured to call in queſtion the opinion of Wet- 
ſin, and to defend the Codices Græco-Latini againſt 
he charge, which Wetſtein had laid to them. So early 


Ikewi 
vu. 3 


ibed bs the year 1765, two years therefore before the publi- 
4, 1230 cation of our author's ſecond edition of this Introduction, 
h. xxl and twenty-three before the publication of the fourth, 
e tur Dr. Semler printed the third volume of his Introduction 


ele thr to the Interpretation of Scripture, entitled Hermeneu- 


iſche Vorbereitung, in which, both in the preface, and 
In ſeveral parts of the work itſelf, he ſupports theſe ma- 
nuſcripts againſt the accuſation at that time admitted 


Ne qua 
P. 44 
xxl. 4M 1h bis Spicilegium Obſervationum, annexed to Wetſtenii 
ere ma Lbelli ad crifin N. T. which he publiſhed in 1766, he 
e to U eclvers, p. 179, 191, &c. the ſame ſentiments; more 
At large, p. 44—54. of his Apparatus ad liberalem N. T. 
uterpretationem, publiſhed in 1767, and laſtly in the 
beginning of the Pufth volume of his Hermeneutiſche 
ned eg Vordereitung, printed in 1769. The original genius of 
| ls great critic and divine, permitted him in no caſe to 
xd in Mea blind follower of the opinion of others, he aſcended 


ted. M conſtantly to the ſource ' itſelf, examined with his own 
vriting) ee, and made more diſcoveries in ſacred criticiſm, and 
pirit of ecleſtaſtical hiſtory, than the envy of his contemporaries 
; © 1 eue been willing to admit. 7 il 
dixit h 3 15 
m eſt: | | PAGE 166. | | 

a £ 2. Namely the Codex Amandi, Claromontanus, San- 
eliſtam Witmanenfis, and Boernerianus. | 
volume Re ag, 


. Ae %o. ot 4s 

5 Eraſmus could never imagine that the celebrated 

ex Vaticanus was written after the council of Flo- 
| rence. 


p. c 
8 EC 


2 


by our author, and perhaps by every critic in Europe. 


— 


this council: and this is a very obvious conſtruction o 


1 
1 
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rence. The alterations therefore, a ſecunda manu, which 
are viſible in this manuſcript, muſt be thoſe, which he 
meant to aſcribe to one of the articles of convention in 


Eraſmus's own words, Codices ad latinorum exem. 
plaria emendatos.” But he had never ſeen the manuſcript, 
of which he ſpeaks, for he ſays, in the paſſage quoted by 


our author from the Capita Argumentorum, Talis al .. 
huc dicitur adſervari in bibliotheca pontificia.” In ou cr 
author's reference to Eraſmus's Note on Luke x. 1. 5 ird 
an erratum, which I have not been able to correg: lſhec 
Eraſmus's Note on that verſe, in the edition of 15275 nter 
relates to a totally different ſubje&. Grief 
| Gree] 
PAGE 171. 
4. It is true that the expreſſion Romana lectio, 55 
which Sepulveda here oppoſes to Greci codices, . 
ſomewhat ambiguous, but he himſelf determines it th 
meaning, by oppoſing in the ſame ſentence © exemple 
Romana” to the © exemplaria Græcorum, and by giving ! 
in the following ſentence to the © exemplaria Romana, WW eri 
the title of libri archetypi.” Where he oppoſes the Uſer 
Greek original to the Latin tranſlation, he uſes the tem m 
dictio Græca, and dictio Latina.” nume 
p mas 
PAGE 172. 1 
5. This conjecture is not probable. Dr. Semler, 
a note to Simon Hiſt. critique du Texte du N. T. H 
xxix. ſuppoſes that Sepulveda underftood by certuſg. 
locus, the celebrated paſſage 1 John v. 7. which t 
editors of the Complutum edition had tranſlated from 
the Latin into Greek, his letter being dated Rome 1535 
which was twenty-one years after that edition was pff, 
ed, and thirteen after it was publiſhed. 1, 
6. This explanation leaves the matter in as much un tur 
certainty as Sepulveda's own expreſſion, but the wholk {aj 
ſeems to be clear from Note 4. After all, it is a mate oy 
of no conſequence, whether the agreement in queſto E. 
to alter the Greek manuſcripts from the Latin, th SS y 
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chic place at the council of Florence, or not. For in ancient 
h he manuſcripts the original text may be diſtinguiſhed from 
n u nodern alterations, and new manuſcripts written ſince 
on oe council of Florence are in other reſpects of little 
xc" no value. Bu 
ſcript, 3f1 | | 
ed bl. | - FARK 473. -. | 
is af WM 7. The term © recenſio* was firſt applied to the ma- 
n our iuſcripts of the Greek Teſtament by Semler, in the 
1. id volume of his Hermeneutiſche Verbereitung, pub- 
nec: liked in 176, and his Apparatus ad liberalem N. T. 
152% "tcrprerationem, publiſhed in 1767, and adopted by 
Gneſbach, in his Synopſis Evangeliorum, and in his 
Greek Teſtament and Symbolæ criticæ. 


lectio, 30 rRNA PAGE 177. 
es, U 8. Grieſbach refers all theſe Recenſiones to ages prior 
10s ui che eighth century. Mirum hoc videbitur nemini 
nplari © lecum reputaverit ſexto aut ſeptimo ſæculo extitiſſe 
giringſ  illam recenſionem quæ in codicibus recentioribus 
mana, dleriſque habetur, et a textu vulgari typis excuſo parum 
ſes the dttert; inde vero a ſæculo octavo vix novam recenſio- 
e tem em ullam procuratam fuiſſe, nec variantium lectionum 
wmerum inſigniter poſtea auctum eſſe, fi ſphalmata de- 
ms a librariis dormitantibus admiſſa, et gloſſas non- 
nullas e margine in textum temere tranſlatas. 
nler, 1 > 7 Hiſkictextus ep. Paulin. ſect. 1. F 11. 
T. ch 9: See Grieſbach's Symbolæ criticæ, p. ix. 
certußſß „„ ab | | 
ich the 
ed from 
e 1535 
15 Print 


Gr Is "wn T. iv. ; 


| mn PAGE 180. | 
1. For inſtance, Mill printed the text of Stephens's 
uch un bird edition, but Wetſtein having adopted another text, 
ze whole es lomerimes guilty of miſtakes in accommodating to 
a mae own text, the various readings of that of Mill. To 
pweſtion . this inconvenience, Profeſſor Birch has abided by 
10, tod text which Mill had adopted. See his Preface to 
plac Vor. II. | 81 | the 
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the four Goſpels, printed immediately before the Prole 
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PAGE 181. 

2. Named by Knittel Codex Guelpherbytanus A, and 
quoted by Grieſbach by the title Codex P. 

3. Codex Guelpherbytanus B, and Grieſbach's Co 
dex Q. | | 

4. To theſe publications may be added that of the 
Codex Boernerianus, printed at Meiflen in Saxony, in 
1791, under the following title, x111 epiftolarum Paul 
Codex Græcus, cum verſione latina vetere vulgo Ante- 
hieronymiana, olim Boernerianus nunc bibliothecæ elec- 
toralis Dreſdenſis, ſumma fide et diligentia tranſcriptus 
et editus a C. F. Matthæi. 5 

The Codex Vindobonenſis, named Codex Lambeci 
primus, has been publiſhed by Profeſſor Alter; for he 
has printed his Greek Teſtament from this manulcnpt, 
except where it had manifeſt errata, and even theſe he 
has carefully noted. This edition will be deſcribed in 
a following chapter. | 

5. In the Orient. Bibl. Vol. XXII. N. 333. of 
author has printed a letter, which he had received from 
Profeſſor Adler in the year 1783, in which he relates, 
that when Spoletti delivered his memorial to the Pope, 
in order to obtain permiſſion to print the Codex Vatct 
nus, he was referred, according to the uſual routine, d 
the inquiſition, with the order that Father Mamach 
the magiſter ſacri palatii, ſhould be conſulted in particu- 
lar; whoſe 1gnorance, and its uſual attendant, a ſpirit 0 
intolerance, induced him to perſuade the Pope to pt? 
vent the execution of the plan, under the pretence . 
the Codex Vaticanus differed from the Vulgate, an 
might therefore, if made known to the public, be 75 
judicial to the intereſts of the Chriſtian religion. The 
Abbe Spoletti preſented a ſecond memorial to the reps 
in which he anſwered the objections of Father Mamach pub! 
but the powers of the inquiſition prevailed againſt argv: 1 
ments, which had no other ſupport than ſound wy Biblio 
Profeſſor Adler further relates, that fince the deat 
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ſockus Aſſeman, who was one of the librarians in the 
atican, the difficulty of acceſs to the manuſcripts is ſo 
at, as to make it almoſt impoſſible for a critic to de- 
re at preſent any advantage from them; that it is 
ncly forbidden not only to copy, but even to collate 
em, It is a fortunate circumſtance, therefore, for the 
med world, that Profeſſor Birch had made ſuch com- 
tte extracts from the Codex Vaticanus, before the in- nn 
rant principles of Cardinal Zelada, and Monſignor .=' 
9210, had produced the preſent order. In the Orient. = 
bl, Vol. XXIII. Ne. 348. our author has printed a 
er, which he had received from the celebrated De .- 
of, in which he endeavours to vindicate the honour =" 
Pius VI. who is his friend and patron, and to ſhew 


{ the 
y, in 
Paul 
Ante- 
elec- 
riptus 


1becit ö : | 
_—_ dpoletti abandoned the deſign of his own accord. 4 5 
Cri taimitting that the Pope himſelf, as far as relates to 1 
of: 0 own private ſentiments, was not averſe to the under- 1 


king, yet this at leaſt is certain, that no public per- 
lion was ever given to Spoletti, though he repeatedly 
kd it, he was therefore obliged to abandon the deſign, 
ce the private indulgence of the Pope, would have 
k1 00 lecurity againſt the vengeance of the inquiſition. 
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| PAGE 184. 
b. The rules, which are neceſſary to be obſerved in 
critical uſe and application of the manuſcripts of the 
eb Teſtament, are given by Grieſbach, in his Hiſtoria 
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Pope, ' A liſt of manuſcripts of the Greek Teſtament, 

os uncollated, might be ſelected from the follow- 

| arous Aa icatiom, and perhaps from ſeveral others, with 
realon, WW... am unacquainted. 

Wthece Apoſtolicæ Vaticanæ Codicum MStorum 

\vodins Sus a Steph. Evodio Aſſemano, et Joſ. Simone 


$1 2 Aſſemano, 
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| tican. The ſecond volume contains the Greek man 


folio. 


Lum animadverſionibus Paſſini, Rivautellæ, et Bert 
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Aſſemano, Rome 1756, 3 tom. fol. But only a fe 
copies of this catalogue remain, the reſt having bee 
deſtroyed in the fire which confumed a wing of the V. 


ſcripts. A catalogue of the Vatican manuſcripts is lik 
wiſe given in Montfaucon Bibl. bibliothecarum, Tom, 
1155. c 
Bibliothecæ Mediceo-Laurentianz catalogus ab A. 
Biſcionio digeſtus atque editus, Florentiæ, 17 52—175 
2 tom. fol. 


Bandini Catalogus Codicum Grecorum Bibliothet * 
Medicææ Laurentianæ, Florentiæ 19764-—1770, 310 is 


Græca D. Marci Bibliotheca Codicum. MStorum p 
titulos digeſta, præſide et moderatore Laurentio The 
polo, Equite, ac D. Marci Procuratore, juſſu Senat 
Venetiis 1740, fol. 

Græci Codices manuſcripti apud Nanios Patricio 
-netos aſſervati, Bononiæ 1784, 4t0. 

Codices manuſcripti bibliothecæ regiæ Taurinen 


cum figuris, Taurini 1749, fol. | 
Bibliotheca Ducis Mutinenſis, printed in Monti 
con's Bibliotheca bibliothecarum, Tom. I. p. 531. 
this library are two manuſcripts written in uncial lett 
the one of the Goſpels, the other of the Acts of | 
Apoſtles, which have never been collated. 1 

Regiæ Bibliothece Madritenſis Codices Græci M Tr 
a Johanne Iriarte, Madrid 1769, fol. 

Catalogus librorum tam impreſſorum quam Mito 
Bibliothece Lugduno-Batavz, opera Wolferdi Seng 
dii, Jac. Gronovii, et Joh. Heyman, Lugdun! 4 

Batavos, 1716, fol. Supplementum, ib. 1741, fol 
Catalogus Codicum Mstorum Bibliothecz Reg 
Pariſiis 1739—1744, 4 tom. fol. of which the lec 
volume contains the Greek manuſcripts. * 24 

Bibliotheca Coiſliniana, olim Seguieriana, ſtud 
opera B. de Montfaucon, Parifiis 1715, fol. F 
P Lambecii Commentariorum de auguſtiſim | 


theca Cæſarea Vindobonenſi Libri octo, Vindobonæ, 
a fe 6631679, 8 rom. fol. It has been re- printed with 
; bei niderable additions, by F. Kollar, ib. 1766—1782. 
ae Neſelii Catalogus MStorum Orient. et Græcor. Bib- 
mg thece Vindobonenſis, Vindobonæ 1690, 2 tom. fol. 
1 1: Nefſelii recenſio ſpecialis omnium codicum MStorum 
Tom. obnothecæ Vindobonenſis, cura J. F. Reimanni, Ha- 
oi 1712, 8vo. | | | 
b A.) Catalogus Codicum MStorum Bibliothecæ Gothane, 
—115WWufore E. S. Cypriano, Lipſiæ 1714, 4to. | WD 
C. T. de Murr Memorabilia Bibliothecarum publica- 
hohem Norimbergenſium et Univerſitatis Altdorfinæ, No- 
- 3 nbergæ 17861788, 2 tom. 8 vo. 1 
Bibiotheca Codicum Græcorum ſereniſſimi Bavariæ 
hucis et Electoris, printed in the firſt volume of Mont: 
ucon's Bibliotheca bibliothecarum, p. 587. In this 
ary is an ancient manuſcript, containing, beſide the 
ts and the Epiſtles, the book of Revelation. 
Henſleri notitia codicum N. T. Græcorum, qui Hav- 
ein bibliotheca regia adſervantur, Havniæ 1784, 8 vo. 
Enchſen's View of the collection of ancient manu- 
pts in the King of Denmark's great library, written 
Mont Daniſh, and publiſhed at Copenhagen in 1786, 8vo. 
Matthii Notitia Codicum MStorum Moſquenſium, 
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Ee blque 1776, fol. | 
A 1 Thomæ Jameſii ecloga Oxonio- Cantabrigienſis diftri- 


ta in libros duos, quorum prior continet catalogum 
uſum librorum MStorum in bibliothecis duarum 


rect eiarum Oxoniæ et Cantabrigiæ, poſterior cata- 
MSto dum eorum diſtinctum et difpofitum ſecundum qua- 
1 1 ir facultates, obſervato tam in nominibus quam in 
. | «va pts alphabetico literarum ordine, Londini 
D o, 4t0. | | 
41, „. The Catalogue of the manuſcripts of the Bod- 


n, publiſhed by Uri at Oxford, i : | 
che le te — y Un at greg in 1787, os 
ſtudi Catalog) librorum MStorum Angliæ et Hiberniz in 
2 05 — Oxoniz 1697, fol. _—” 

tifima bl bogus libr rum MStorum quos Collegio Corporis 
3 Chriſti 
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Chriſti in Academia Cantabrigienſi legavit M. Parkeny 
Archiepiſcopus Cantuarienſis. Ed. J. Naſmith, Cant 
brigiz 1777, : 4.0. 
Catalogus librorum MStorum bibliothecæ Cottoni 
anæ, ſcriptore Thoma Smith, Oxonii 1696, fol. 
Catalogue of the Harleian collection of manuſcript 
18 in the Britiſh Muſeum, London 1 7 5%, 2 vol 
olio. | | 
Ayſcough's Catalogue of the manuſcripts in the Bri 
tiſh Muſeum hitherto undeſcribed, Lond. 1782, 2 vok 
4to. 1 £94 6.3 3.2044 | % : 1 
N. B. The five manuſcripts of the Greek Teſtamen 
purchaſed at Dr. Aſkew's ſale for the Britiſh Muſeun 
are not in this catalogue, being purchaſed ſince the pu 
cation. > a7 pf ; 
Caſley's Catalogue of the Manuſcripts of the King 
Library, Lond. 1734, 4to. 
Hibliotheca bibliothecarum manuſcriptorum no 
ubi, quæ innumeris pene MStorum bibliothecis cont 
nentur, ad quodvis literature genus ſpectantia et notal 
digna, deſcribuntur et indicantur a B. de Montiauco 


Parifiis 1739, 2 tom. fol. | | 
Diarium Italicum, five manumentorum veterum bi 
liothecarum, Muſzorum, &c. notitiæ fingulares in f 
nerario Italico collectæ: additis ſchematibus ac fig 
a R. P. D. Bernardo de Montfaucon, Pariſiis 170 
4to. - | 
Palæographia Græca, five de ortu et progreſſu lite 
rum Grecarum, et de variis omnium ſæculorum i 
tionis Grace generibus : itemque de abbreviatioud 
et de notis variarum artium ac difciplmarum : add 
figuris et ſchematibus ad fidem manuſcriptorum ch 
cum. Opera et ſtudio D. Bernardi de Montfaucom! 
rifiis 1708, fol. | | 
Bibliotheca ſacra, in binos ſyllabos diſtincta; qu 
prior, qui jam tertio auctior prodit, omnes five text 
five verſionum ejuſdem quavis lingua expreffarum 


tiones, nec non præſtantiores MSS. codices, cum 
hiſtoricis et criticis exhibet ;- poſterior vero omnia 4 
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era, qui huc uſque in ſacram ſcripturam quidpiam 
diderunt. Labore et induſtria Jacobi Le Long, Pa- 
nfs 172 3, 2 tom. fol. | 

The Florence library alone has at leaſt a thouſand 
Greek manuſcripts, two of which are of the Revelation 
if St. John, as Adler relates in his Bibliſch-critiſche 
Reiſe, p. 60. The royal library in Paris, as appears 
tom the Catalogue above-quoted, Vol. II. p. 12—20. 
has eighty manuſcripts either of the whole, or of parts 
« the Greek Teſtament, ſixty-five Catenæ or commen- 
ries, enumerated. p. 28—40. which likewiſe have the 
ext of parts at leaſt of the Greek Teſtament ; and fifty- 


on. 


ts, p. 40—57. making in all two hundred and two, of 
nich only forty-nine have been collated. It appears 
Ikewiſe from the Diarium Italicum, the Palzographia 
breca, and the Bibliotheca bibliothecarum, that there 
no ee many manuſcripts of the Greek Teſtament in uncial 
con herers, in the different libraries of Italy, which have 
notachh erer been collated. Nor is it improbable that many 
auc e buried in the libraries of Conſtantinople, as appears 
m the accounts given by the Abbé Toderini, in his 
Letteratura Turcheſca, publiſhed at Venice in 178), in 

als. 8vo. Laſtly, Blanchini, in the Apendixes to 
Frangeliarum Quadruplex, has deſcribed many ma- 
Weripts, which have been hitherto unnoticed in the 
tions of the Greek Teſtament. | 
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. PAGE 185. | | 
1. Within the laft few years, the number of collated 
nuſcripts of the Greek Teſtament has been very con- 


quo enbly augmented, by the induſtry of Profeſſors Mat- 
tus 1a a, Alter, and Birch: occafional reference therefore 
um I be made, in the courſe of theſe notes, to ſuch as 
cum ber have not, or could not have been deſcribed by 
nia eo Pur author. 
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PAGE 186. | 

2. This ſentence J have conſiderably ſoftened in the 
tranſlation, becauſe the original 1s couched in terms 
which no man of learning ought to uſe towards another. 
The ſuſpicion, which our author would excite in regard 
to the accuracy of Dr, Semler's quotations, is not only 
uncandid, but ungrounded, and he has thereby with- 
held from his readers much valuable information, whic! 
he might have derived from the excellent work to whic 
he alludes; but as the tranſlator, taught by exper 
ence, places as much confidence in -the quotations of 
Semler as in thoſe of Michaelis, he will take the liberif 
to introduce occaſional remarks from a treatiſe, of whic 
it is ſufficient to ſay, that it is quoted by-Grieſbach and 
Woide. Its German title is, Hermeneuriſche Vorbe 
reitung, printed at Halle in 17601769, 4 vols. 12mo 
the two laſt volumes of which contain the beſt critical 
deſcription of all the known manuſcripts of all the Greek 
Teſtament, which has hitherto been given. 

N. B. In the following catalogue of manuſcripts, ou 
author does not particularly diftinguiſh thoſe which ar 
written in capital, or, as they are commonly called, un 
cial letters, from thoſe which are written in ſmall chi 
raters. But they are diſtinguiſhed by Wetſtein's not 
tion of them, which our author always. mentions, an 
in which the former are denoted by letters, the lat 


by cyphers. | 


CODEX ALEXANPDRINUS. 


FACE 107. | 

3. To place this diſpute in a clear point of view, 
determine which of the two eminent gitics,-W etlte 
or Woide, was miſtaken, it is neceſſary to examine! 
original documents, on which the whole of the con 
verſy depends. Theſe documents are three in nu 

a) The Arabic ſubſcription, written by a prop"? 
of this manuſcript before it came into the. hands d 
rillus Lucaris, and of which the following is a _ 
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Memorant hunc librum ſcriptum eſſe calamo Theclæ 
the martyris. . 8 : 3 
m,, þ) The ſubſcription written by Cyrillus himſelf, viz. 
her. Liver iſte ſcripture ſacræ Novi et Veteris Teſtamenti, 
"out ex traditione habemus, eſt ſcriptus manu Theclæ 
nobilis fcœeminæ Agyptie, ante mille et trecentos annos 
arciter, paulo poſt concilium Nicænum. Nomen The- 
dz in fine libri erat exaratum, fed extincto Chriftia- 
miſmo in Ægypto a Mohammedanis, et libri una Chriſ- 
tanorum in ſimilem ſunt redacti conditionem. Extinc- 
tum ergo et Theclæ nomen et laceratum, ſed memoria 
« traditio recens obſervat. | 
| Cyrillus, Patriarcha Conſtantin. 
The teſtimony of Matthæus Muttis, a contempo- 
rary, friend, and deacon of Cyrillus, and who afterwards 
inſtructed in the Greek language John Rudolph Wet- 
tein, uncle of the celebrated editor of the Greek Teſta- 
ment. His teſtimony is conveyed in a letter written to 
Martin Bogdan, a phyſician in Bern, and dated Jan. 
14, 1664. Præceptorem in Græcis hic habui Mat- 
tbæum Muttis ex Cypro, ejuſdem Patriarchæ diaconum, 
qui retulit codicem illum inventum in monte Atho, in 
all ca cuus ambitu ſunt monaſteria xx11. totidem caſtella 
's noa monachorum, nunquam a Turcis expugnata, ſed tributo 
ns, a penſo hactenus conſervata. Vid. Wetſtenii Prolegom. 
p. 10. | 

Now this laſt document alone can decide on the queſ- 
tion relative to the place, where this manuſcript was diſ- 
covered; for Cyrillus himſelf is totally filent on that ſub- 
ect, and the Arabic ſubſcription can have no reference 
to it. But Woide, in his twelfth paragraph, endeavours 
to weaken the evidence of Matthæus Muttis, and to 
tender the "teſtimony of the elder Wetſtein ſuſpicious, 
though evefy impartial reader muſt be convinced, after 
peruſing theſe three documents, that the laſt is the only 
Me which is entitled to any credit; for it is the direct and 
politive teſtimony of men of character, whoſe honeſty 
we have no reaſon to doubt, whereas the two firſt docu- 
ments are nothing more than fabulous tradition. That 
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Woide's objections are really ungrounded, is clearly 
pointed out by Spohn, in his edition of the Notitia 
codicis Alexandrini, p. 10—13. ; but admitting them 
to be real, what inference ſhall we deduce ? That the 
Codex Alexandrinus was found by Cyrillus in Alex- 
andria? By no means. It is well known that Cyrillus, 
before he went to Alexandria, ſpent ſome time on mount 
Athos, the Greek repoſitory and manufactory of manu- 
ſcripts of the New Teſtament, whence a great number 
has been brought into the Weſt of Europe, and a ſtil 
greater number has been ſent: to Moſcow ; it is therefore 
at leaſt poſſible, if not probable; independently of the 
evidence of Muttis, that Cyrillus procured it there either 
by purchaſe or by preſent, took it with him to Alex- 
andria, and brought it thence on his return to Conſtan- 
tinople. This poſſibility alone is ſufficient to deftroy 
the inference; that Cyrillus diſcovered it in Alexandria, 
drawn from the ſuppoſed invalidity. of the teſtimony of 
Muttis. In ſhort, if we reject this teſtimony, for which 
however there is no ground, we ae. left wholly in the 
dark; and the inquiry relative to the place, where this 
manuſcript was diſcovered by Cyrillus, muſt be aban- 
doned to conjecture. It muſt at the ſame time be ac- | 
knowledged, that the Arabic ſubſcription in the Codex 
Alexandrinus clearly proves, that it had been in Egypt, 
at ſome period or other, before it fell into the hands of 
Cyrillus. TREE: | 6 a 8 
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4. See Spohn's objections, p. 32. of his edition of the 
Notitia codicis Alexandrini. Compare alſo Woide, 9 33. 
with Montfaucon Palzographia Græca, p. 113. Mont: 
faucon ſays, In omnibus variarum regionum, provinct 
arum, et locorum, codicibus eandem characteris formam 
advertimus, exceptis Ægyptiacis ad Coptorum Nu 
ſcriptis, qui inſolenti modo exarati ſunt. Now as this 
difference is not obſervable in the Codex Alexandrinus 
we might conclude that it was not written in Egypt. 
But Montfaucon, who takes for granted that it really 
was, ſolves the difficulty by ſuppoſing, that the manu. 


ſcript was written before that peculiar mode * — 
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vas in uſe in Egypt, of which he gives a ſpecimen, 


259. 5 | | 
; 5. This Codex received the name of Alexandrinus, 


| becauſe Cyrillus brought it immediately, though per- 


haps not originally, from Alexandria: but if we argue 
from the name, to the place where it was written, we 
ſhall conclude that every Codex Bodleianus, and Codex 
Vaticanus, was written in the Bodleian and the Vatican. 
We may conclude however on other grounds, that it 
was really written in Egypt. 1. The Arabic fubſcription 
ſhews. that it once belonged to an Egyptian, or that 
during ſome time it was preſerved 1n Egypt, where Ara- 
bic has been ſpoken fince the ſeventh century. 2. We 
know that a great number of manuſcripts of the Greek 
Bible have been written in Egypt. 3. Woide, in his 
335. ſection, has ſhewn a remarkable coincidence in cer- 


| tan points of orthography between the Cod. Alex. and 


the writings of the Copts. From all which circumſtances 
it is reaſonable to ſuppoſe, that the Codex Alexandrinus 
was written in Egypt. See alſo the arguments produced 
by Wetſtein in his Prolegomena, p. 10. But that which 
he derives from the ſimllarity between the readings of 


the Codex Alexandrinus, and thoſe of the Coptic ver- 


hon, the margin of the Philoxenian verſion, &c. is no 
abſolute proof, becauſe this fimilarity might ſtill be found, 
even if the Codex Alexandrinus had been copied at Con- 
ſtantinople from a manuſcript written in Egypt. 


| PAGE 188. | 
6. Our author here relates as a matter of fact, that a 
Greek ſubſcription of this import actually exiſted in the 
Codex Alexandrinus, though at preſent no traces of it 
are viſible. But for this affertion we have no other au- 
thority, than a tradition recorded by Cyrillus in the 
Latin ſubſcription which he wrote to this manuſcript. 
e Note 3. 5. It is however not impoſſible that 
© Greek ſubſcription originally exiſted in this manu- 
Pt, as it was the uſual practice of tranſcribers to ſub- 
on to each copy, which they had taken, their _—— the 
| ate, 
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date, and the place where it was written : but it is ſurely 
more reaſonable to aſcribe its loſs to accident, than, as Cy- 
rillus did, to deſign. If any man, on purchaſing a book 


without a title-page, ſhould aſcribe its loſs to the malice or | 


envy of ſome enemy to the contents of the book itſelf, he 
would be juſtly expoſed to ridicule; but when a ſubjet 
is covered by the veil of antiquity, myſterious conjectures 
are too eaſily. admitted, and the honeſt but weak Cyril 
lus, whoſe brethren groaned under the yoke of Moham- 
med, was as ready to aſcribe every trivial misfortune to 
the barbarity of the Saracens, as the Spaniards of the 
middle ages to the cruelty of the Moors. 

7. Woide replies, & 43. that a diſtinction muſt be 
made between Thecla martyr, and Thecla protomartyr, 

8. Our author is here not perfectly accurate, Woide 
ſays, $ 28. Alia atramenti ſpecie ſcriptum eſt initium et 
finis codicis, alia medium ejus. Priori atramento reli- 
quiz Matthæi, Marcus et index Periocharum Luce, et 
deinde ſecunda epiſtola ad Corinthios, a medio verſus 
octavi capitis decimi; nec non reliquæ epiſtolæ Pauli, 
epiſtola ad Hebræos et revelatio Johannis exaratæ ſunt: 
poſteriori Lucas, Johannes, Acta Apoſtolorum, epil- 
tolæ catholicæ omnes, epiſtola ad Romanos, prima ad 
Corinthios, et fecunda ad medium verſus octavi capi- 
tis decimi. The place therefore, where the one ceaſes, 
and the other commences, is not in the middle. 

To the extracts given by our author from Woide, 
$ 28. may be added, In initio et fine libri membrana 
plerumque eſt tenuior, quam perrodit atramentum acrius 
fuſcum, ſpiſſum, et deciduum : in medio libri atramen- 
tum eſt tenue et flavum, et charta pergamena eſt com- 
pactior et præſtantior. Ejuſdem tamen ævi eſt utrum- 
que atramentum quia folium reperitur, cujus altera pa- 

ina fuſcido, altera flavo atramento ſcripta eſſe videtur. 

But he has taken no notice of a queſtion, which juſtly 
merits the attention of a critic, whether the goodneſ 0 
the text itſelf is affected by the difference of the hand- 
writing, whether this difference is accompanied by a d. 


verſity in the orthography, in the accuracy of 1 
55 | : Crxipt, 


n 
ion 
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ſcript, and above all, whether it betrays a diverſity of 
manuſcripts, from which the Cod. Alex. was copied. 

9. Yet the Codex Alex. abbreviates, agree, 9619, 
Jeog, ing, 10 KUELOG, Anrne, Vorne, EEXVOS, WVEU Al, 
cabgos, CWTNG, vis, Xelos. It has alſo other marks of 
abbreviation. See Woide's Preface, $ 34. But Dr. 
Semler, in his Hermeneutiſche Vorbereitung, Vol. III. 
p. 62, ſuppoſes that the more ancient manuſcript, from 
which the Cod. Alex. was copied, had a much greater 
number ; from a falſe method of decyphering which 
marks, he explains many errors committed by the copyiſt 
of the latter. See his Note 33. to Wetitein's Prole- 
gomena. 

10. In the third ſection of his preface. At the end 


of this ſection he takes notice of the corrections which 


have been made in this manuſcript, and obſerves that 
Wetſtein has not been ſufficiently accurate in his man- 
ner of noting them. This ſubject he has examined 
more at large in a German eſſay, printed in the third 
volume of the Kieliſche Beyträge. 


| | PAGE 189. 

11. Aﬀer a great diſplay of learning, in which Woide 
examines the evidence for the antiquity of the Cod. Alex. 
he concludes, at the end of ſect. 4. Codicem Alexandrinum 
intra medium et finem ſæculi quarti ſcriptum eſſe. This 
5 the very greateſt antiquity, that can poſſibly be allowed 
to the Codex Alexandrinus, for it has not only the rr 
or a: 0 majora, but the x:Paaziz minora, or Am- 
monian ſections, accompanied with the references to the 
canons of Euſebius: but our author does not believe it 
to be ſo ancient by at leaſt two centuries. Thoſe who 
would examine the objections, that may be made to 

oide's arguments in particular, may conſult Spohn's 
remarks on Woide's fourth ſection, p. 42—109. of his 


edition of the Notitia codicis Alexandrini. Montfaucon, 
n his Palzographia Græca, Lib. III. cap. iii. aſcribes 
to the Codex Alexandrinus about the ſame age, as to 
* two manulcripts of Dioſcorides, the one preſerved 
at 
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at Vienna, the other at Naples. Lambecius, in his 
deſcription of the Codex Dioſcoridis preſerved at Vien- 
na, in his Commentarii de auguſtiſſima bibl. Cæſ. Vin. 
dobonenſi, Lib. II. cap. vi. has made it appear that 
this manufcript was written by order of the Empreſs 
Juliana Anicia, at the beginning of the ſixth century, 
Now as this manuſcript of Dioſcorides is the only Greek 
manuſcript written in uncial letters, of which the date 
can be determined with any precifion, (Montfaucon 
Palzog. Græc. Lib. III. c. ii. p. 195.) and the charac- 
ters of this manuſcript, when compared with the oldeſt 
inſcriptions, appear to be as ancient, as thoſe of any 
manuſcript now extant, Montfaucon, p. 185. is of opi- 
mon that neither the Codex Alexandrinus, nor any other 
Greek manuſcript, can be ſaid with much probability 
to be prior, any length of time, to the fixth century, 
He allows the poſſibility, but ſays that he had never 
been able to diſcover any certain marks in a Greek Ms. 
which could warrant him to aſſert, that it actually was 
older than the fixth century. The age of manuſcripts 
written ſince the ninth century may be eaſily aſcertained, 
becauſe they have in general a ſubſcription expreſſive of 
the year in which they were written. See Monttaucon 
Palzographia Græca, p. 42—91. But as no date 5 
found in manuſcripts prior to that period, we mult 
judge from the form of the letters, and a compariſon of 


them with inſcriptions, of which we know the date, In 
this manner Montfaucon, in his Palæographia Græca, 
Lib. III. aſcertains the date of Greek manuſcripts wrlt- 
ten between the fifth and the ninth century. It mult 
be obſerved however, that the form of the letters 15 no 
the only criterion for determining the age of thoſe an- 
cient manuſcripts, as appears from our author's account 
of the Cod. Alexandrinus, and Cod. Vaticanus. | 

It may be here obſerved, that the queſtion relative to 
the antiquity of a manuſcript, is of much leſs importance 
than that which relates to the antiquity of its text. If 
diſtinction between theſe two queſtions, to which the 


early critics have paid too little attention, has led 
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diſplayed by Dr. Semler. If a manuſcript, for inſtance, 


ade with the quotations of Origen, in ſuch a manner 
to juſtify the opinion, that it was copied from a manu- 
ſcript of the Alexandrine edition, and of the third cen- 
tury, it will follow that the vellum and the ink are only 
Foo years old, the text 1 500. Beſides, the latter queſ- 
tion is not only more important, but may be aſcertained 
th greater certainty, becauſe we have a ſtandard, - or 
criterion, by which we may judge, whereas we are ſel- 
om in poſſeſſion of ſufficient data, to determine with 
kccuracy the former queſtion. 

12, Here our author is miſtaken, for Woide, in the 
ffn paragraph of his preface, quotes a very long paſſage 
tom the third edition of Michaelis's Introduction, which 


8 I the German original is Vol. I. p. 466. 
1 13. Compare Woide's fifth ſection de præſtantia co- 
8. cs, with Spohn's very ſolid objections, p. 183—2 7. 


bf his edition of the Notitia codicis Alexandrini. 
PAGE 190. ä 


is critical abilities, and in his ſixth ſection, de latiniza- 


on We : 

1 one codicis, has moſt ably defended the ancient Greek 
if kanuſcripts in general, and the Codex Alexandrinus in 
of pPiicular, from the charge of having been corrupted 


om the Latin. See alſo what Grieſbach has ſaid on 
s ſubject in his Symbolæ, p. cxi. | 
15. This is one of the manuſcripts collated by Mat- 
bu, who has noted it by the letter 1, in his edition 
| the Greek Teſtament. Sce his note to Acts iv. 2 [4 
oy Allo in the Ethiopic verſion. See Grieſbach in 
© PAGE 197. | | | 
. See Wetſtein in loco, for Grieſbach has not quot- 


e to 
ice, ite Coptic verſion fot this reading, either in his Greek 
The : 8 or in his Symbolæ. | 
the lv. And of the Ethiopic. See Grieſbach in loco. 
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ritten in the tenth century, has readings, which coin- 


14. On this ſubject Woide has eminently diſplayed - 
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19. The Ethiopic verſion has likewiſe a reading ex: 
preſſive of d:£:o6oaus. By 
20. The readings of the Codex Alexandrinus coincide 
very frequently, not only with the Coptic, and the ole 
Syriac, but with the new Syriac and the Ethiopic, 2 
may be ſeen on examining Wetſtein and Grieſbach, i 
examples where this manuſcript 1s quoted, a circum 
ſtance which favours 'the hypotheſis, that the Coder 
Alexandrinus was written in Egypt, becauſe the nen 
Syriac verſion having been collated with Egyptian ma 
nuſcripts of the Greek Teſtament, and the Ethiopic ver 
ſion being immediately taken from them, have necefl 
rily the readings, of the Alexandrine edition. 
21. See Grieſbach's Symbolæ criticæ, p. ix. 


SRI ob {-! 4 | 
22. It is thus written in the Cod. Alex. and not « 
_ Tamoderews, AS appears from Woide's edition. Thou 
no other Greek manuſcript has this reading, it is er 
preſſed in the Ethiopic verſion, which again corrobort 
the obſervation made Note 20. 


© i * a * 
7 4 
* 4 4 


23. The German title of this work is, Rathleff 6: 
ſchichte jetzt lebender Gelehrten. It was publiſhed 
Zelle in 1740—1 747, in 12 vols. g vo. 
i 43 ox OSACEI08- 
24. Ste Wetſtein's Prolegomena, p. 12. and Xl 
ler's Note 30, to his edition of the Prolegomena, f. 
25. Dr. Semler has likewiſe treated of this manu 
in his Hermeneutiſche Vorbereitung, Vol. III. 5. 61 
82. 
r | | 
26. But it does not appear that Cyrillus ever den 
that he found it on mount Athos, and our aul 
totally miſtaken in ſaying that Cyrillus deſcribed 1 
having been found in Egypt. He deſcribes it as 1 a 
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been written in Egypt; but of the place, where he firſt 
diſcovered it, he lays not a ſingle ſyllable. See Note 3, 
where the ſubſcription of Cyrillus is given at full length. 
But our author 1s not the only critic, who has quoted the 
Patriarch of Conſtantinople, for an evidence which he has 
never given, or at leaſt has never committed to writing. 
That Cyrillus preſented this manuſcript to Sir Thomas 
Roe on his return from Alexandria, without mentioning 
that he firſt diſcovered it on mount Athos, 1s no argu- 
ment againſt the reality of the fact; for every donor, be- 
ng inclined to enhance the value of his preſent, will of 
courſe conceal thoſe circumſtances, which may tend to 
diminiſh its value: whereas Muttis, who had no ſuch 
intereſt to promote, candidly confeſſed what Cyrillus 
had not indeed dented, but only paſſed over in ſilence. 

27. The poſſibility that Greek manuſcripts in Alex- 
andria were altered from the Latin no one can deny. 
Even fo early as the time of Origen ſingle alterations 
might have taken place, for the learned father in a paſ- 
lage quoted by Wetſtein in his note to Matth. viii. 28. 
complains of erroneous readings en tos ExAnvitos arri 
Os, which clearly implies the uſe of manuſcripts written 
In ſome other language than the Greek; and as he ſpent. 
ome time in Rome, it is not impoſſible that he made 
ule of the eſtabliſhed verſion of a church, which at all 
limes maintained the higheſt authority. 
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3 PAGE 198. | | 1 
28. See Woide's Preface, $ 38. He adds, alia quæ- 
an præterea deſunt, que a ſolo Waltono interdum an- 
dotata fuiſſe video. 


. p- ö | 
| PAGE 199. 
| 29. The following account is nothing more than a 
ver (ni anation of our author's German tranſlation of the La- 
c auh n ſubſcription written by Cyrillus. See therefore the 
cibed it nal, quoted Note 3. With reſpect to the examples 


duced by our author, in the preceding paragraph 
om Grabe's Prolegomena, to prove the ignorance of the 
I 4 writer 


OL. II. 
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writer of the Codex Alexandrinus, fee Woide's ane; 
§ 32. of his Preface. ke a 

PAGE 200. ted, 
30. See Note 7. xd T 
31. The Arabic ſubſcription by no means confutes Modi 
itſelf, unleſs a ſenſe be aſcribed to it which the write Hentu 
probably intended not to expreſs. He ſays nothins AP" 
more than, that this manuſcript is ſaid to have ben i di 
written by one Thecla a martyreſs.“ Now, as var.ous reek 
perſons of this name might have ſuffered martyrdom, it Mace 


is ſurely unreaſonable to ſuppoſe, that the writer of the Nh. 
Arabic ſubſcription intended to expreſs the contemporar; Ap 
of St. Paul in particular. Our author's opinion that Cy- dem 


ere 2 
kſtitu 
IS Me 


rillus appealed not to the Arabic ſubſcꝛiption, but to a 
tradition unconnected with that which is there recorded, 
ſeems to be without foundation, and the true ſtate of 
the caſe appears to be the followinz. Some centuries 
after the Codex Alexandrinus had been written, and the 
Greek ſubſcription and perhaps thole other parts where 
it 18 now defective alrcady loſt, it fell into the hands df 
a Chriſtian inhabitant of Egypt, who not finding the 
uſual Greek ſubſcription of the copyiſt, added in his -: en 
tive language (Arabic having been :poken in Egypt 
ſince. the cloſe of the ſeventh century) the tradition, 
cither true or falſe, which had been preſerved in the 
family or families, to which the manuſcript had belonged: * 
* memorant hunc codicem ſcriptum eſſe calamo Theclz 
martyris.“ In the ſeventeenth century, when oral trad. 
tion reſpecting this manuſcript had probably ceaicd, !t 
becomes the property of Cyrillus Lucaris, whether 8 
Alexandria, or on mount Athos, is of no importance 0 
the preſent inquiry. On examining the manuſcript, he 
finds that the Greek ſubſcription is loſt, but that ther 
is a tradition recorded in Arabic by a'former proprictvn. 
in which is, fimply related that it was written by oft 
Thecla a martyreſs, which is undoubtedly what he mean 
by © memoria et traditio recens.“ Taking therctore up 
truſt that one Thecla a martyreſs was really the copyll 


he conſults the annals of the church to diſcover in K i the 
| 1 


* 
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ce and country a perſon of this name and character ex- 
td, finds that an Egyptian lady of rank, who was call- 
xd Thecla, ſuffered martyrdom, between the time of 
bolding the council of Nicæa and the cloſe of the fourth 
tntury, and concludes, without further ceremony, that 
be was the very identical copyilt. Not ſatisfied with 
ts diſcovery, he attempts to account for the loſs of the 
ek ſubſcription, and aſcribes it to the malice of the 
mcens, being weak enough to believe that the enemies 


* . . - O y 15 
t Chriſtianity would exert their vengeance on the name 


t a poor tranſcriber, and leave the four folio volumes 
tiemlelves unhurt. I acknowledge that what has been 
fre advanced is mere hypotheſis, but as we are wholly 
kintute of hiſtorical evidence, it is our only refuge, and 
s moſt reaſonable to adopt that, which ſolves the dif- 


Culties in the eaſieſt and fimpleſt manner. 
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PAGE 201. | 

z. The Acœmets were worayos axonre, With re- 
(vt to the opinion that the Cod. Alex. was written by 
monk of this order, fee Semler's Note 25 to Wet- 
ens Prolegomena. If it was written by a monk of 


11100, order, Wetſtein ſays (Prol. p. 10.) that it is an argu- 

n the et in favour of its being written rather at Conſtanti- 

nged: ple than at Alexandria. | 

heck; Hiſtoire des ordres monaſtiques, religieux, et mili- 

tradi- , par le P. Helyot. Paris 1720. 8 tom. 4to. 

lcd, it 

her in | PAGE 202. 

_— See Wetſtein's Prolegomena, p. 11. or p. 34. of 

ipt, he mler's edition with his Note 27. 

there a | 

| ietor,! A „ PAGE. 202. | 

by o Dr. Semler, in his notes to Wetſtein's Prolegome- 

mea rally filent as to the argument which Wetſtein 

e u79 Wi. © tom a,. In his Hermeneutiſche Vorbere- 

copyilh K Vol. III. p. 62. he refers the Cod. Alex. to the ſe- 

in hu century. Wetftein makes it not only more an- 
han the ſeventh century, but ſuppoſes (Proleg. 


+ © Je P. 11.) 


E 
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P. 11.) that it was one of the manuſcripts collated ; 
Alexandria in 615 for the New Syriac verſion; an opinio 
which has been refuted by Dr. Ridley in his treatiſe 
verſionibus Syriacis, ſect. 15. Adler likewiſe, on col 
lating the marginal readings of the Philoxenian vero 
in the four Golpels, found only two, which were peculi 
to the Codex Alexandrinus! See his Verſiones Syrixz 
p. 131. 8 | 
* pAGE 208, 
36. The example which now follows, in the accou 
taken from the third edition, is applied in a totally diff 
erſt manner in the new deſcription which our author hu 
given in his fourth edirion: he would have avoided ther 
fore not only repetitions but contradictions, if infteadd 
printing the two deſcriptions ſeparately, he had c 
bined his remarks in one ſingle uniform relation. 
this liberty would have been unwarranted in a tranſlatio 


8 


See Note 14. 


4 


37. An inference of this kind would be very uncertai 


442 


— * ä ” ws 


"qt SR. 
38. To prevent miſtakes it is neceſſary to obſerve, l 
the word part” is here not equivalent to volume, 
Wetſtein's Greek Teſtament conſiſts only of tuo volu f 
but of four parts; the firſt containing the Goſpebs* 
ſecond the epiſtles of St. Paul, the third the Acts * 
catholic epiſtles, and the fourth the book of Rebe K 
39. Here may be inſerted the following MISS. co 
by Birch. | | col 
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" | CODICES ANGELICI 

le I IN BIE LIOTHECA AUGUSTIN. EREMIT, ROME, _ 
1 cons | 
rerhot Codex Angelicus 1, in folio, membranaceus, foliorum 
cul 72, quatuor evangelia complectitur, quibus canones Eu- 
mee cbü præmittuntur. Scriptus eſt ſeculo xi. judice Mont- 


fucon. 
Codex Angelicus 2, in quarto, membranaceus, folio- 
cou m 219, ſæculi xi. vel x11. quatuor evangelia continet, 
differ MWuibus tabulæ Harmoniæ Euſebianæ, et xs ᷣ indi- 


10r ces præmifſæ ſunt. 


ther Birch Prolegomena, p. 48. 
tead | | 

4 | CODEX ASKEWANUS. 

. SOT 

flatio PAGE 210. 


40. This MS. was purchaſed at Dr. Aſkew's fale, with 


Cera ereral other MSS. of the Greek Teſtament, by the 
; of thi rufices, of the Britiſh Muſeum, where it is at preſent 
that reſerved, and marked 511 5 among the additional manu- 


ner ml 

Larter A ontaining the Goſpels, the two laſt the Acts and the 
Niles, which, as Aſkew ſuppoſed, are parts of the fame 
to ole. The three volumes were ſold at Dr. Aſkew's ſale, 
he (i chree diſtinct manuſcripts, but all three were pur- 


Laled for the Britiſh Muſeum, the truſtees of which 
pave not conſidered them as parts of one whole, for the 
ume which contains the Goſpels is now marked in 
| te Britiſh- Muſeum among the additional manuſcripts, 

+5116, that which contains the Epiſtles of St. Paul 


re,), but that which contains the Acts and the catholic 
une, piltles 511 5. They are not of the octavo ſize, as our 
ron bor lays, but ſmall quarto. It may not be improper 
pels, > Mention at preſent in what manner the other manu- 
sds of the Greek Teſtament, which belonged to Dr. 
well e, were diſpoſed of at the ſale of his books. Beſide 


Aw already mentioned, which were noted in the 
"w0gue of fale 609. 620. 630. two others were pur- 


TX2 : cChaſed 


(pts. Our author ſpeaks of three volumes, the firſt 


Lis 
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0 
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chaſed for the Britiſh Muſeum, noted in the catalogue! 
of ſale 621, 622, both of them manuſcripts of the Gall 
nels, the one in two volumes 4to. which was (old for +4 u. 
twenty nine pounds eight ſhillings, the other in one vo- 
lume large 4to. which was fold. tor twenty ſeven pound er T. 
ſix ſhillings. The latter was brought from Mount Athen : - 
and was written in the year 1159, by one Nephon, Mer“ 
monk. Theſe two MISS. are noted at preſent in ich. 


Britiſn Muſeum f : : j and 5107. Another of Dr. Af: ih 
5 nent! 
kew's manuſeripts, noted in the catalogue of fale 624ritt: 
containing the four. Goſpels, in one volume folio, ce 
purchaſed for the Univerſity Library in Cambridge, ad rinte 
colt twenty pounds. The two remaining. MSS. of tin 
Greek Teſtament, which were fold at Dr. Aſkew's fe here 
were purchaſed by Mr. Lowes, but theſe have been E aſtec 
fold, and I know not where they are at preſent. Ihe bi ir 
were both manuſcripts of the Goſpels. ' All Dr. Aſkew cttcrs 
manuſcripts of the Greek Teſtament, are written itte 
vellum, but none in uncial letters. detwe 
41: Dr. Velthuſen, in anſwer to theſe objections a d 
Profeſſor Kulencamp, publiſhed in 1977 a defence ited, 
the antiquity of the Aſkew manuſcript, which is print QC a 
in the firſt volume of the Kieliſche Beyträge. 


5 = 
4 « U * 4 o 
. \ \ 4 cs _— 4 
= „ wn age Sig Sonnet iy or Cod he ea 1 — — 8 


72.1 COD EX AU GUTEN 18. 


42. This is the utmoſt that can be allowed to tle ini; 
tiquity of the Codex Augienſis, for its Latin concluſion 11 
quoted by Wetſtein, Vol. II. p. 9. is taken from W 

works of Rhabanus Maurus, as Dr. Semler has remare 

in his Hermeneutiſche Vorbereitung, Vol. IV. p. 00 7 

and that this paſſage from Rhabanus Maurus was wile i 
by the ſame. perſon, who wrote the manuſcript th 


1 have found on examining the hand writing, nk 
Greek text is written in capitals, and the Latin in Angl 
-ſaxon letters: it mult therefore have been written in the 
Weſt of Europe, where that formation of the La! | 
ters, which is vulgarly called Anglo-ſaxon, was in ge 


zuſe between the ſeventh and twelfth centuries. 
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020: c examination of the readings of this MS. is given by 
CoC. Semler, Vol. IV. b. 6780. of the above- mention- 
1d for ed work. 

i wo. 43. The Codex Augienſis is at prevent in the hbrary 
ound er Trinity College in Cambridge, where it was depoſited 
\thos, Wn 78), alter tha death of the younger Bentley, toge- 


100, 2 
in the 
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ther with the other manuſcripts of the celebrated Dr. 
Richard Bentley. Under the names Georgii Michaelis 
Wepferi, and Ludovici Chriſtiani Miegii, which are 
gentioned by Weiſtein, Vol. II. p. 8. Bentley has 
mitten Emptus eft hic Codex Richardo Bentleio, A. D. 
MoccxviII, which correſponds with Bentley's letter, 
printed in Wetſtein's Prolegomena, p. 153. Befide the 
Latin concluſion queens by. Wetftein, Vol: II. p. 8. 
here is written on the front part of the laſt leaf which 15 
Falted to the binding, Monaſterium Augiæ in Belgio, 
bi inſtitutus eſt Goddeſchalcus. It is written in uncial 
ters; and without accents: but the letters are not 


tien ritten continua ſerie, for there are not only intervals 

detween the words, but at the end of every word there 
tions 0 a dot. The words Xęiges and Inces are not abbrevi- 
ence Mrd, as in the common manuſcripts, XG and IT, but 
printed ec and ine, as in the Codex Cantabrigienſis. 


44. Yet not only the Augienſis and Cla We LITER 
but likewiſe the Boernerianus has E/x2%2)ev, 2 Cor. iv. 1. 
ut written contrary to the uſual Greek orthography 


Marty, See Matthir's edition of the. Codex Boerne- 


o the an anus, fol. 4 3: 


ncluſio 
from Ut 
oy 

. p. bb 
45 wre 


CODICES AUGUSTANTI. 


7 FAGE 211. 
he Ne MSS. are deſcribed in 8 


Jil lotheca | bibliothecarum, Tom. I. p. 592. and in the 


int ile 

. Ti g "othece Auguſtanæ Vindelice Græcorum Codicum 
in Auge eus. Auguſte Vindelicorum, 1605. The laſt 
ten in l Filoned N J have never ſeen, but I quote it 
Latin Say authority of the Leyden Catalogue, p. 184. Mont- 
in genen on aſcribes to a printed catalogue of Augſburg MSS. 


3 co ie 1595. 
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CODEX BANDURIL. 


85 PAGE 212, 
This fragment is printed in Montfaucon's Palzopra- 
phia Greca, p. 235, in uncial letters reſembling the 
original, | 


."CODICES BARBERINI. 


5 PAGE 213. 

45. This is a very extraordinary aſſertion; the read- 
ings of Marcion are quoted by every critic, and our au- 
thor himſelf approves it, whereas no motive could juſtify 
a critic in quoting from a collection of readings, where 
the collection itſelf a forgery. The caſes are by no means 
Parallel!“ 55 0151 

46. Our author has here printed an account of the 


celebrated Codex Vaticanus, which had been communi} 


cated to him by Profeſſor Birch, from which it appear 
that this was one of the manuſcripts collated by Cary- 
.ophilus, _ 1 Bot 00 
PAGE 214. | 

47. Prolegomena, p. 61. It may ſeem extraordins- 
ry, that Weſtein, as well as our author in the place to 
which this note refers, ſhould ſay that Stephens hu 
quoted, in the margin of his edition, ten manuſcripts o 
the Goſpels, eight of the Acts and the Epiſtles, and tw 
of the Revelation, when it is certain that Stephens 
only ſixteen, including the Complutenſian edition. But 
it muſt be obſerved that, according to this calculation, 
the ſame individual manuſcript may be reckoned twice 
or thrice. For inſtance the Codex a, or the Complir 
tum edition, which includes the whole N. T., 1 reck- 
oned thrice, firſt in the Goſpels, ſecondly in the Act 
and the Epiſtles, thirdly in the Revelation. The C.. 
dex g, which includes the Goſpels and the Acts, 1s ln 
the ſame manner reckoned twice, and ſo of the reſtʒ 
conſequence of which diviſion the number in queſtion 1 
made out. | 

| PAGE 215. © Mills extracts 

48. This appears from a compariſon of Mills e 
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with thoſe of Blanchini. Their coincidence ſhews that 
both drew from the ſame fource, the Collatio Caryo- 
AGE 216. 1 
49. See Birch's Prolegomena to his Greek Teſtament, 
p. 56—4.5, But beſide the fix Vatican MSS. in which 
Birch diſcovered the readings of the Collatio Caryophili, 
he has deſcribed, p. 33—36. ten manuſcripts of the Goſ- 
pels, which are preſerved in the Barberini library. Two 
of theſe he quotes John. vii. 53. for the omiſſion of the 
ory of the adultereſs; Mill llkewiſe quotes, for the ſame 
omiſſion, two Codd. Barb. from the Collatio Caryophili. 
Now as Caryophilus uſed preciſely ten manuſcripts of the 
Goſpels, a doubt may ariſe on this ſubjeck, which per- 
haps the learned editor is able to remove. The ten Co- 


ogra- 
g the 


read- 
ur au- 
juſtify 
where 
means 


of the BW ices Barberiniani of the Goſpels. are the following: 
muni- 1. Codo Barberianus $f pol» x 
ppears 2, Cod. Barberinianus 9. ST 5 0 

Cary- 3. Cod. Barberinianus 110wj | 

4. Cod. Barberinianus 11. 

| 5. Cod. Barberinianus 12. 
din 6. Cod. Barberinianus 13. 1410931 
lace to 7. Cod. Barberinjanus 14. 
ns has 8. Cod. Barberinianus 118. 
pts o 9. Cod. Barberinianus 289f. 
nd twa 10. Cod. Barberinianus 21111 dor x 
ns A catalogue, though an imperfe& one, of the manuſcripts 
. But in the Barberini library is given in Montfaucon Bibli- 
= heca bibliothecarum, Tom. I. p. 1711. 

tic | . „„ 
* CODICES BAROCCIANL. 
is Teck | 5 1 


1e Acts 50. The Codd. Barocciani are preſerved in the Bod- 


he (o lian. Our author deſcribes only two by this name, be- 
5, 1 N aule Wetſtein included the others under the Codd. 
= p Podleiani. The Codices Barocciani in general are de- 
1110 


cnbed in the Catalogi Librorum Manuſcriptorum An- 
dle et Hibernie in unum collecti. Oxoniz 1697, fol. 


9 P 138. They were brought from Venice, and given 
extra. | | | tO 
W Ih 
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to the Bodleian library in 1629, by Lord Pembroke. The 
origin of their name is mentioned at the end of the pre. 
face to the above quoted work: Qui, quoniam ex bib. 
liotheca clariſſimi Baroccii prodierunt, ab eo libri Buroe. 


ciani appellantur. 


CO DD. BASILEENS Es. 


| PAGE 217. | 
A catalogue, though a very imperfect one, of the 
manuſcripts belonging to the city of Baſel, may be {een 
in Montiaucon Bibliotheca bibliothecarum, Tom.! 
p. 607—61 5. taken from Spizelii Arcana bibliothecarum, 


| bett PAGE; 21% * 

51. A critical examination of the readings of this MS, 
is given in the Hermeneutiſche Vorbereitung, Vol. Il. 

32. It is true that Wetſtein's Codex 1, in the book 
of Revelation is likewiſe called Codex Reuchlini, as wel 
as his Codex 1, in the three firſt parts of his Greek Teſt 
ment, but they are two totally diftin&t manuſcripts. The 
former contains the book of Revelation alone, wheres 
the latter has all the books of the Greek Teſtament, ei 
cept the Revelation. Though it is poſſible therefore 
that they were originally parts of the ſame whole, yet in 
regard to their exterior they mult. be, conſidered as leptr 
rate manuſcripts, and they are even deſcribed as ſuch by 
our author, the latter being ſtill preſerved at Baſel, wheres 
Wetſtein was unable to diſcover the former. See ns 
Greek Teſtament, Vol, I. p. 42, and Vol. II. p. 74% 
It may be obſerved, that the MS. of the Revelation cal. 
ed Cod. Reuchlini, was that from which Eraſmus print 
ed his text of that book: but this MS. belongs not © 
to the preſent inquiry. It will be particularly deſcribe 
by our author, No. 221. | | 


Cel PAGE 219. | 
53. Dr. Semler is of the ſame opinion. In his Her: 


meneutiſche Vorbereitung, Vol. III. p. 173—1 70 — 
C3 | 2 
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ho 
> pre- 


bib. 


JUroc- 


Vol. IV. p. 131—1 34- he has given a critical examina- 
non of its readings. | | | 

5:4. That Origen made alterations from the Latin is 
not abſolutely impoſſible. See Note 27. | 

55. Alſo of the Ethiopic. | 

-6. Allo the Vercellenſis, Colbertinus, and the Latin 
Cantabrigienſis. See Griefbach in loco. 


.  -FAGR 330; 
165, Mark vi, 18. | 
58, But in the old Syriac the particle of is omitted. 
59. But Origen quotes the paſſage without this diſ- 
unctixe particle, nor is it found either in the Coptic, or 


Ethiopic verſions, which were certainly taken from ma- 


f the 
e ſeen 
JM, J. 
arum. 


niſcripts of the Alexandrine edition. | YH 
$ Md, bo. Wetitein adds, Multa etiam ob evororearura omittit. I 
J. II. 61, Wetſtein has quoted them in his Prolegomena, 1 

p. 44. under the title, Exempla ex margine hujus codicis BY 
oy petita, ubi eum Eraſmus ſua manu perperam correxit. 7 
15 We _ | SE 


PAGE 221. 


Teſta- A 8 © Ts ; | 4 
Tube 62. See Matthai's Note to this paſſage. J 
hereas = | I | V2 


= PAGE 222. | 
63. It proves therefore that the readings in the Col. 
atio Caryophili, were not forged either by Caryophihus, 
or Poſſin, bur it leaves the queſtion undetermined, with 


4 
relpet to the particular mahuſcripts, from which Cary- J 


at, ex- 
refore 

yer in 
5 lept- 


ach b) Wi ophitys ſelected them. See Note 49 

bene 64. See Birch's Prolegomena, p. 4045. 3 
See li 05. Our author here quotes an opinion of Dr. Semler, 4 
. * "Whout referring to the place where it is given. I have ; 
hes : carefully examined what Semler has written on this ſub- 

oo ject in his Hermeneutiſche Vorbereitung, Vol. IV. p. 

10 4148. but he there gives an opinion which is dia- 


metrically oppoſite to that afferted by our author, for he 
8 not that this manuſcript was copied from the 
en edition, but that it was one of the manu- 
PS which were collated for that publication, an in- 

erence Which he deduces from the coincidence, which 


he 


5 Her- 
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1 he had diſcovered between their readings. He refers it 4 

= a century prior to the publication of the Complutum cont 

4 edition, and p. 142. gives it as his opinion, that it ws capi 
5 copied from a very ancient manuſcript. 5 
1 ö rel : 
43 | 
| | CODICES $i BAS1LII. þ 
4 | | lette 
= PAGE 223. thr: 


A catalogue of the manuſcripts in the library of d. Wii osr 
Baſilius in Rome is given by Montfaucon in his Bibl. 
otheca bibliothecarum, Tom. I. p. 194— 198. late 

66. The deſcription which Blanchini gives of this MS. mer 
in his Evangeliarium quadruplex, P. I. p. 519, is the {cri 
following: Præclariſſimus vetuſtuſque Codex cx1x, in WW vrit 
quarto, eadem pari diligentia ac antedictus II, fum- St, | 
moque pariter labore ab anonymo Palzographo in chart 
pergamena, microcalliſtis characteribus, conſcriptus con- 
tinet Novum Teſtamentum. 5 

67. Since the publication of our author's Introduc- 


— 
2 c _ 


tion, this manuſcript has been collated by Profeſſor Birch, of 
and its readings inſerted in his edition of the Greek Teta- in ( 
ment. He has deſcribed it in his Prolegomena, p. 4, 8 

| ; | | | Cr} 


-— | 

763 Several manuſcripts of the Greek Teſtament pre- aut 
ſerved in the valuable library of the monaſtery of St. Ba- 91 
ſilius in Rome are deſcribed by Philippus Vitalis in the 15 
Evangeliarium quadruplex, P. I. p. 506—529, with plates | 
containing fpecimens of their letters. Of theſe the fol- hi 
lowing have been collated by Profeſſor Birch. 


1. Codex S* Baſilii xxii, membranaceus, in quart, . 
foliorum 155, ſæculi xi, quatuor evangelia continet, cum . 


tabulis harmoniæ Euſebianæ. | | 
2. Codex xli, in quarto, membranaceus, anno a mundi 
creatione 6561, a C. N. 1053 conſcriptus, foliorum 135 
ab initio et fine mutilus, quatuor evangelia compleckitul. Bl M 
3- Codex cxix, in quarto, membranaceus, —_— 
247, ſæculi ut videtur xi, integrum N. T. compic at 


This is the fame which our author deſcribes N.. Coder 
LESS: ; af | [7 


1 e 
— 3 . 
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fers it 
utum 
it was 


eee, 


of St. 


ographia Græca, p. 213, 214. It is a very ancient co- 
Bibli- 


dex reſcriptus: .but I know not whether Birch has col- 
lated it, becauſe the ſecond volume of his Greek Teſta- 
ment is not yet publiſhed. Montfaucon has likewiſe de- 
ſcribed, p. 233. of his Palæographia, an Evangeliſtarium 
| written in uncial letters, and preſerved in the library of 
dt. Baſilius, which Birch has not collated. 


s MS. 
15 the 
X, in 
ſum- 
charta 


con. CODICES BO DLEIANI. 


dos | PAGE 223. | | 

Birch, 69. The manuſcripts preſerved in the Bodleian library 
Teſta- in Oxford are enumerated in the Catal. MStorum Angliz 
p. 46, et Hiberniæ, Tom. I. P. I. p. 1374. The ſeven manu- 


ſeripts of the Greek Teſtament, here mentioned by our 
author, are particularly deſcribed in Mill's Prolegomena, 
\1423—1429. It muſt be obſerved that the numbers 
I, 2, &c. which are here affixed to them, are not the 
marks by which they are noted in the Bodleian, but by 
vhich Mill quoted them. Thoſe who are acquainted 
wth German literature will find a critical examination of 
the readings of Codd. Bodl. 1, 2. 6, 7. in Semler's Her- 
meneutiſche Vorbereitung, Vol. III. p. 257—264. of 


he Codd. 3, 4, 5, p. 376, 387—391: 


nundi 

11325 PAGE 224. 

tur 709. This MS. was noted Cod. 24, in the library of 
jorum Marſh, Archbiſhop of Armagh, before it came into the 
&itur n eran. It is what is called a Codex reſcriptus, but it 
4 | Ulters from the Codex Ephrem, which is likewiſe a Co- 
Codex dex 
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dex reſcriptus, in having the text of the Greek Teſta. that t 
ment written over ſome other text, whereas in the Co. int 
dex Ephrem the Greek Teſtament is the text over which ius 
the works of Ephrem are written. See Grieſbach's Syn. wr. 
bole, p. ccu—ccxxii. This critic was the firſt who Who 
collated it. kit |: 
| | : | fealon 
the latt 
cumſta 
PAGE 225. | qQuaiy 
71. Profeſſor Matthii the editor of the Codex Boerne. eber 
rianus, which was publiſhed at Meiſſen in Saxony in! 791, but all 
relates in his preface, p. 15, that an uniformity in the M47: t 
hand-writing, and a ſimilarity in the colour of the ink etke 
evince that both the Greek and Latin texts: procected e x 
from the ſame tranſcriber. | ccc, 
72. Apparatus criticus, p. 319. ed. 24. Alter t. 
73. There is no ſuch word as coornatus, and, if chere but, he 
were, it does not appear how a compound of orno could He, 
have been uſed as a tranſlation of cvppoe@epeac;. Ve uch! 
have here an inſtance where the Latin appears to have [he ig 
been altered from the Greek, not the Greek from the opted 
Latin, and the origin of ouvPopriComevos may perhaps be les it 
explained in the following manner. The reading of thc ber it 
Alexandrinus and of the Claromontanus a prima manu ic fort 
is CTNMOPꝰILIZOMENOC which has preciſely the fame en. 
number of letters as CTNOPTIZOMENOC. Now, if in 
an ancient MS. which had the former reading, that is per- 5. [ 
fectly ſynonymous to the common one, the letter M and te 
a part of the $ were faded, a tranſcriber might cally 76. 7 
miſtake the latter for a T, in which caſe he would natu- WW 4 
rally conclude that the totally faded letter was a 9. A bor 
Through this nuſtake of a tranſcriber cue 0 be a CC 
ing introduced into the Greek, the reading of the Vul- Vi : 
gate * configuratus* was altered to © cooneratus,' in order l 
to make it correſpond to the Greek text. A ſimilar ex- 0 50 
amination of other examples which have been alleged to iſs 85 
prove, that the Greck has been altered from the Latin b ane 


. ; 5 a Red 1 
might frequently ſhew that thoſe very examples _ the 
| that 


COD. BOERNERIANUS. 
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that the charge ſhould be inverted. With reſpect to 
this inſtance in particular, the reading * cooneratus morti 

plus is abtolute nonſenſe, and could ariſe only from 

gnorance and error. 

This concluſion is totally ungrounded, for a ſimi- 
ay between the Greek and the Latin affords no more 
rafon to conclude that the former has been altered from 
the latter, than the latter from the former. - But a cir- 
cumſtance, with which our author muſt have been un- 
xquainted, decides in favour of the Greek. The tran- 
criber has written over eavabvyw not only refrigerem, 


Ne- 
but allo refrigerer ; a clear proof that he deſig gned to 


: 
05 apt the Latin to the Greek, and that he was in doubt 


whether he ſhould aſcribe to ava an active or a paſ- 
A ſenſe. Now. as evzTzvw and avzvyw both ſignify 
creo, it is moſt reaſonable to aſcribe the origin of the 
4 to a tranſcriber, who copied not word for word, 


ink 
fed 


nent t, having fixed in his memory the ſenſe of a whole 
a a ſubſtituted by miſtake a ſynonymous expreſſion, 
We "NF occurred to him inſtead of the genuine reading. 


ive be ignorant writer of the Codex Boernerianus, who 


che pied from a manutcript in which he found av M, 
8 be les 1t in the ſenſe of refrigero, though he doubts whe- 
(rhe er It ſhould be active or paſſive, and produces, as in 


le former inſtance, perfect nonſenſe in the Latin tran- 
lation, 


nanu 


PAGE 226. 
75. But he ſeems to have had exactly enough to enable 
Im to corrupt the Latin. 


eaſily 16. This opinion has been very ably combated by Dr. 
natu-enler, in his Hermeneutiſche Vorbereitung, Vol. IV. 
a ©, . 66—84, where he has ſhewn that the Boernerianus 15 
s be- e copy of the Augienſis. 
. Vul- 17- Wetſtein has actually quoted the two ſuſpicious 
order adngs which our author means, namely, Tw eaſy, 
lar ex- ful. 1, 27. and ovvPoeriCopevos, iii. 10. the former from 
ed 1 e Boernerianus alone, the latter both from the Augi- 


* and Boernerianus. Now as Wetſtein himſelf col- 
ed the Augienſis, we might conclude that it contained 


8 
r 
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the latter reading, but not the former. I have myſel 
confulted the Augienſis in theſe paſſages, and found tha 
Phil. i. 27. the reading is AZEINC. TO. eYAITeao 
Tor Xr. which is meant for afws ru eva v yrs 
and Phil. 11. 10. CYNS$OPTEIZOMENOC. Wetitein there 


fore is guilty only of half the charge which is laid to him = 
by our author. | FL 
78. | have tranſlated this ſentence word for word, but inte 
am wholly unable to comprehend its meaning. It ſeems Be 
to be our author's intention to cenſure Wetſtein, but may b 
from his words alone it is impoſſible to comprehend ed ro, 
what reſpects Wetſtein is here inaccurate. This learned they al 
critic has quoted the Augienſis for te cxorwre;, fro btters 
his own collation, and from the Boernerianus, on tha. of 
authority of Küſter; but it appears that Kiiſter was mi ed 
taken, for the Boernerianus has exa-oi xowevres, But the oreſy 
Latin tranſlation is not ſinguli laborantes, but fingu axon 4 
laborantes t quærentes: it is therefore another inſtance 11. v 
in this manuſcript, where the Greek has been filed tas 
written by miſtake, and the Latin corrupted from it vl th 
deſign. The ignorant writer of the Codex Boerneran i . pr 
falſely divides EKAETOIEKOIHOTNTEE, as it ſtood in ti age 
ancient and probably valuable manuſcript, from wi, Pr. I 
he copied, into exaFro xorevres, inſtead of care cr his ir 
writes over xerwres, his own tranſlation laborantes, ad fte tha 
quærentes, the tranſlation of oxerwres, becauſe he funflut it, 
it in a Latin verſion, forgets to alter ſinguli to ſinguls at it iz 
which he ought to have done, in order to make the g eas 
ruption of the Latin conſiſtent with itſelf, and produce e Greet 
a ſentence wholly devoid of meaning. Mon ch 
79. The examples hitherto alleged afford no He Code 
ment whatſoever in favour of the opinion that the Ger iumſta 
text of the Codex Boernerianus has been altered Hage Ms. | 
the Latin, but on the contrary are inconteſtable P10" odex B. 
that the Latin tranſlation in this manuſcript has „ R interli 
adapted to the Greek. The imperfections thereto 8. of $; 
which are viſible in this copy of St. Paul's epiltles, * We com 
be aſcribed to the ignorance of the tranſcriber, wi und in 
intentional alteration ; and we may fafely ſubſcribe ered +; 
opinion of Dr. Semler, in his edition of Wetſtenii E Vol. II 


5.1 
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p. 189. Codices iſti quatuor, D, E, F, G, ſunt græco- 
ktini, quos ſolent contemnere, ſed facile tandem patebit 
magno in honore a nobis habendos eſſe, qui ſervant alius 
retuſtioris recenſionis multa præclara monumenta. 

$0. But there is a vacant ſpace of fix lines at the end 
o the 14th. chapter. See Matthar's edition, fol. 18. 
81. The Codex Boernerianus appears to have been 
written in an age when the tranſition was making from 
the uncial to the ſmall character. In ſome reſpects it 
may be ſaid to be written in capitals, but they are {mall 
ind round, except at the beginning of a ſentence, where 
they are much larger. We find likewiſe ſeveral ſmall 
ktters, a, x, ę, &c. but if we except the initials, they are 
all of the ſame ſize. The words are very diſtinctly di- 
ned. In the Latin tranſlation the letters r, s, and t, 
oreſpond to that form which is found in the Anglo- 


| the Weſt of Europe, and probably between the eighth 
ea twelfth centuries. See the fac ſimile oubliſhed by 
it 08acthii, fol. 23. A copy of the Codex Boernerianus is 
” bon preſerved in the library of Trinity College, Cam- 
in 


dee, among the hooks and manuſcripts that were left 
Dr. Bentley, who probably procured this tranſcript 
Ir his intended edition of the Greek Teſtament. It is 
we that no mention is made in any part of this copy, 
lat it was taken from the Codex Boernerianus. But 
at it is a modern tranſcript of an ancient manuſcript, 
fears from its being written on very freſh paper, and 
© Greek being in uncial letters, and the Latin in Anglo- 
uon characters. And that this ancient manuſcript is 


) ag' te Codex Boernerianus, is evident from the following 
= neumſtances, 1. Both the Greek and Latin letters in 
- 1 


e MS. in Trinity College are evident imitations of the 
dex Boernerianus. 2. The Latin and Greek texts 
e interlined; and the Codex Boernerianus is the only 
b. of St. Paul's epiſtles written in that manner. 3. 1 
we compared a great number of readings, which are 


; 1 j N A . 
= S in the Codex Boernerianus alone, and have diſ- 
7 "red them all in the manuſcript in queſtion. To. 


OL, II. SF men- 


ſuon alphabet; a proof that this manuſcript was written 
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84. By whom the collation was made is unknown 


mention only two or three in particular. Rom. i. 6, « 
QY any, Rom. 1. 1 5. E Pofan is omitted. Phil. i. 27. agu 
r eveſyeuy, In the Latin the ſingular readings refrige- 
rem t refrigerer, Rom. xv. 32. and laborantes t quæ 
rentes, Phil. 11. 4. And a vacant ſpace of fix lines is left 
at the end of Rom. xiv. preciſely as in the Codex Boer 
nerianus. 
82: See Note % - | 
PAGE 227. 
83. The Codex Boernerianus was publiſhed by Mat 
thai at Meiflen in Saxony, in 1791. See Note 4. tt 
ſect. 4. of this chapter. 


Theba 
Icnbed 


follow), 


CODEX BONONIENSIS. 


Here may be inſerted the Codex Bononienſis, of whict 
Profeſſor Birch, in his Prolegomena, p. 54: gives the to 
lowing deſcription. Bononiz, in bibliotheca canonice 
rum regularium codicem vidi ſignatum 640, qui inte 
grum N. T. continet excepta Apocalypſi. Scriptus e 
ſæculo ut opinor xi. in membranis. A catalogue of thi 
Codd. Bononienſes in general is given in Monttaucot 
Bibl. bibliothecarum, Tom. I. p. 431. 
1 
25 1 
thy A. 
Bunk 
ſuption, 
: Exe) 
au. — 
raurmy e 
ge mode 
les. 7 
longed 
ubs Coc 
Mr. By 


CODEX BOREELI. 


all that Wetſtein ſays is, Paulo poſt mortem Borel 
(A. C. 1629.) vir quidam doctus contulit cum edi 
Matthzum, Marcum, et Luce capita priora, quam ci 
lationem mecum communicavit A. 1730. Ifaacus Ve 
burgius, Gymnaſii Amſtelodamenſis Rector. 


— 


CODICES BORGIANI. 


be | | PAGE 228. a 
85. Profeſſor Birch has collated this fragment, d 
ſcribed it in his Prolegomena, p. 49. and n 
its various readings in his Greek Teſtament, Y 
p. 569—592. under the title Borgianus 1. The ; 
of it is printed in Georgii fragmentum * 


7. Thi 
» Was | 


50S; 
I z® 
NEV, 
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Thebaicum, Rome 1789, 4to. Birch has likewiſe de- 

crbed, and communicated the readings of the two 

lowing Borgian manuſcripts. _ : 

2, Borgianus 2, membranaceus, ſæculi ut videtur xi, 

quatuor evangelia complectitur. | 
z. Borgianus 3, membranaceus, ſæculi x11, pericopas 

hangeliorum et epiſtolarum Pauli complectitur. 


CODEX BUNK LE. 


86. Our author ſeems to have miſtaken Wetſtein, in 
ing that the manuſcript was brought to England in 
L476, for Wetſtein's words expreſs a different meaning, 
odex D. Bunkle, Londinenſis IV. Evangeliorum ſcrip- 


lat 
„ 0 


chich 
e fol 
nice 
inte 
as e 


of thi 
aucol 


ata, qui Ab. 1476, a Sixto IV. Papa in Angliam miſſus 
l, teſte Allatto de Georgiis. It is evident that © miſſus 
can have no relation to the manuſcript, which might 
ave been written by George of Sparta, even after his 
baſly to England. When Mill collated this manu- 
pt, it was the property of Mr. Bunkle of London, 
ut Wetſtein has not mentioned where it was depoſited, 
hen he examined it. At preſent it is preſerved in the 
verſity Library of Cambridge, where it is marked 
2,13. At leaſt the manuſcript thus marked per- 
Uy correſponds to Wetſtein's deſcription of the Codex 
. Bunkle. At the end of St. John's Goſpel is a ſub- 
iption, which begins and ends in the following man- 
br: Ext. 1 WW 880% GEN e Ty Tag, & Th WoArt T8 
db. Myunvnv exerw Tewpys Elgparwrupes Tv Træęria vu, 
aur eYoanbev. It has not the ancient xEDanuic, but 
e modern chapters, which are found in our printed 
bes. Before it came into the Univerſity Library it 
longed to Biſhop Moore, who, if it is the ſame as 


15 Vel 


at, de ks Codex Bu, muſt have purchaſed it after the death 
1 Mr. Bunkle. 


Vol. 
1e Whol 
Cop 
-baicy 


CODEX CAMERARII. 


vas printed at Cambridge in 1642, under the fol- 


5poſt inventionem artis typographicz a Georgio Spar- 


. The laſt edition of the commentary of Cameri- | 


v u 2 lowing 


ſions, and concludes, agreeably to the principles of h 
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lowing title : Joachimi Cameraru commentarius in Ng 
vum Fœdus elaboratus, nunc denuo plurimum illuftratg 
et locupletatus. It 1s bound with Beza's Greek Teſta 
ment, printed at Cambridge in the ſame year. 


Janchir 
484. 

69. I 
Iotice O! 


. latthen 
CODEX CANTABRIGIENSIS. 


Illum, ( 

| PAGE 229. —_——_ 

88. Our author neglects here to mention one of thi m fuit 
beſt critical deſcriptions that have been given of the C WV , 
dex Cantabrigienſis, which is that of Dr. Semler, in iH be 
Hermeneutiſche Vorbereitung, Vol. III. p. 99—:& > 
though he recommends Semler's eſſay on this manu 16. 


ſcript, which is printed at the end of his edition of Wet 
ſtein's Prolegomena, p. 593—61 5. It is neceſſary ther 
fore to obſerve, that the recommended eſſay contai 
principles, which that eminent critic has ſince that ti 
totally abandoned. He wrote it ſo early as the year 176, 
at a time when his own private reflexion had not jt 
diveſted him of the prejudices acquired by the ſtudy 
Wetſtein; he inſtitutes therefore in this eſſay, a com 
pariſon between the Cod. Cant. and the old Latin ve 


great maſter, that the former had been altered from t 
latter. But in his Spicilegium obſervationum, publihe 
in 1766, he revokes theſe principles, ſaying, p. 174 
Fui autem et ipſe nuper adhuc in hac ſententia, que 
plerorumque doctorum virorum : ſed non licet mii a 
plius eam tenere, aut hunc codicem, et graco-latin 
tam vehementer adſpernari. He then concludes, It 
que iſtæ accuſationes omnes vanz ſunt jam et temerami 
In his ſubſequent writings, enumerated Note 1. to {ett 
he has continued the inquiry, ſhewn the invalidity of 
commonly received opinion, and introduced a fylt 
of criticiſm, that has been adopted and defended | 
Grieſbach and Woide, and is at preſent received by elt 
critic in Europe. A deſcription of this MS. is gel 
Mills Proleg. $ 1268—1273. Simon, in his Hik.c 
du texte du N. T. ſect. 30. has alſo treated uch 
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Janchini, in his Evangeliarum quadruplex, P. I. p. 481 
= : 
bg. In his Symbolz, p. lviii—lxi. but he has taken 
tice only of a few corrections in a few chapters of St. 
atthew, for he ſays himſelf, Mutandum erat hoc con- 
lum, quoniam tam difficili negotio, dignoſcendiſque 
mnium correctorum manibus, plus temporis impenden- 
um fuiſſet, quam conſecrare ei poſſem. In the edition, 
bortly to be publiſhed by Dr. Kipling, theſe corrections 
ll be accurately noted. Our author has neglected to 
dention that ſome pages of this MS. containing Mar. iii. 
16. John xviit. 14—xx. 13. Mark xvi. 1 fl. to the end, 
e vritten by a later hand, which Wetſtein (Prol. p. 31.) 
lers to the tenth century, but Grieſbach (Sy mb. p. Ivii.) 
D the twelfth. In Wetſtein's deſcription of the chaſms 
| this MS. there is an erratum, (Prol. p. 30.) viz. for 
chn i. 16—11. 26. muſt be read John i. 16—im. 26. 
90. Wetſtein was of opinion, and 1n this opinion he 
s generally followed, till Semler ventured to call it in 
eſtion, that the Codex Bezæ contained a Greek text, 
Nach was altered from the Latin, or, in other words, 
dat the writer of the Codex Bezz departed from the 
Wings of the Greek manuſcript, or manuſcripts, from 
Much he copied, and introduced in their ſtead, from 
me Latin verſion, readings which were warranted 
the authority of no Greek manuſcript. Now it is 
e that a very great number of the readings peculiar 
the Codex Bezæ are found in the Vulgate, as appears 
Mm conſulting Wetſtein's Greek Teſtament, where the 
aden D, and the Vulgate, are frequently quoted to- 
Ether for readings, that are found in no Greek manu- 
Pt at preſent known: and I have myſelf collated the 
io firſt chapters of St. Mark, with the old Latin ver- 
Ps publiſhed by Blanchini, and have found that in 
oft of the readings, in which the Codex Bezæ differs 
M all the Greek manuſcripts, it agrees with ſome one 
loſe Latin verſions. But ſhall we therefore conclude 


yh and tranflated into Greek? It is at leaſt as poſ- 
de that they might have had their origin in the Greek, 


lat thoſe readings were actually borrowed from a Latin 


vu 3 as 


NA 
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Acts 
{till ! 


tione( 


of thi 


as in the Latin, and this very poſſibility is ſufficient t 
defeat the whole of Wetſtein's hypotheſis. Grieſach 
very properly obſerves on this ſubject, (Symbolæ, p. ci 
* Vehementer errant, qui e conſenſu codicis cujuſda 


cum verſione latina illum ex hac interpolatum efle ect tieref 
poſſe putant. Non e latinis fed e græcis libris recenioM vith t 
nis occidentalis derivandæ ſunt ejuſmodi letiones, ni by no 
forte manifeſtum fit, oriri eas non potuiſſe in græcis o dude 
dicibus, contra vero origo earum facillime e latina er Greek 
ſione explicari queat. Exempla vero pleraque, qui Wetſt 
viri docti ad declarandam codicum quorundam antiquii abſurd 
ſimorum e latina tranſlatione interpolationem uſi ut Latin 
nil præter illorum cum hac conſenſum oſtendunt, neui ner a: 
quam vero iſos ex hac corruptos efſe probant. Leonie re: 
enim, ad quos provocant virt docti, ſunt fere interpeui be tra 
menta, gloſſæ, additamenta et omiſſiones, quæ omi Ares, 
cur a latinis in græcos, potius quam e grcis in lun bon, is 
codices immigraſſe ſtatuamus, cauſa apparet plane nil ¶ dis ma 
cum græci librarii, grammatici, et ſcholiaſtæ, æque e Gr, 
que latini homines, talia comminiſci potuerint.” Fu ee m. 
ther, it is not only as poſſible that theſe peculiar aide G 
ings took their riſe in the Greek as in the Latin, bu iers. 
highly probable that they did ſo. It is ſurely more und ir 
ſonable to ſuppoſe, that a tranſlation would be alter, t. 
from an original, than an original from a tranſlation} the « 
and this ſuppoſition is confirmed by fact, for when Jer hewi 
_ reviſed the Latin verſion by order of Pope Damaſus, ment 
corrected it from Greek manuſcripts. Beſides, the ut be 
dex Bezæ has additions, omiſſions, and tranſpoſition foun 


which are found neither in the Vulgate, nor any oh gin o 
Latin verſion now extant. For inſtance, Mark 1. 
the clauſe EW fatev Vacs BarriCu (al. tSν ] t var 
is transferred to the ſeventh verſe : Luke vi. 5. a7 
avrolg, ori XUPIOS g o bios TY ave pwrre Xa ru cabban, 
transferred to the tenth verſe, and in its ſtead 15 3 lo 
paſſage, conſiſting of not leſs than twenty-eight wol © lays tl 


Of theſe alterations no trace is to be found, either in "+ Latin 

Vuleate, or in the old Latin verſions publiſhed by Bla Pie 

chini. Many more examples of this Kind might be fn 4 lit | 
m 


duced from the Goſpels : and if we have recourſe * 


PPC 
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Acts of the Apoſtles, we ſhall find examples, that are 
ſtill more ſtriking. In the two inſtances above-men- 
tioned, as well as in moſt other places, the Latin text 
of the Codex Bezæ correſponds to the Greek. Since, 
therefore, the Latin verſion of that manuſcript agrees 
with the Greek text, even in places where it is ſupported 
by no Latin manuſcript at preſent known, we muſt con- 
dude that the Latin was adapted to the Greek, not the 
Greek to the Latin. Indeed, if ſo eminent a critic as 
Wetſtein had not advanced the opinion, it would ſeem 
abſurd, where the Greek occupies the firſt page, the 
Latin the ſecond, and the latter is annexed to the for- 
mer as a mean of underſtanding it, to imagine that 
the readings of the original were adapted to thoſe of 
the tranſlation. That the Codex Bezæ very frequently 
wrees, either with the Vulgate, or ſome other Latin ver- 
bon, is by no means extraordinary, when we reflect that 
us manuſcript is one of the oldeſt now extant, and that 
the Greek manuſcripts, from which the Latin verſions 
rere made, come nearer to it in point of time, than to 
noſe Greek manuſcripts, from which the Codex Bezæ 
liffers. The authors of theſe Latin verſions muſt have 
bund in the Greek manuſcripts, from which they tranſ- 
ned, the readings, which are common to them, and 
0 the Codex Bezz : and this very agreement, inſtead 
I hewing theſe readings to be ſpurious, is a ſtrong ar- 


nuſt be added, that a great number of theſe readings 
e found in the Syriac, the Coptic, the Sahidic, the 
margin of the Philoxenian verſion, the Verſio Syra Hie- 
dolymitana, and the quotations of Origen. Now we 
hult ſuppoſe that all theſe have been corrupted from the 
alin, if the charge be true with reſpect to the Codex 
elk. In proof of this charge, Wetſtein has produced, 


e Latin: and adds, Obteſtor hic omnes ſano judicio 
Feditos, ac literarum Græcarum peritos, judicent utra 
Ko fit ſincerior, illane quam noſtri codices exhibent, 
quam Morinus ex Codice Bezz Græco-Latino pro- 
| Uu 4 | tulit 2 


ment that they are ancient and genuine. To this 


his Prolegomena, p. 32. fourteen examples, in which 
e lays the Codex Beze has clearly been corrupted from 


— 


* 


ing is no proof of its authenticity, in a work, that is 


be proved that it could not have taken its rife in the 
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tulit ? To this we may anſwer, that the purity of a read. 


confeſſedly written in impure Greek, and that of theſe 
fourteen examples there are ſeveral, which may rather 
be aſcribed to accident, than deſign. In ſhort, there i 
no reaſon whatſoever for aſcribing any reading of a Greek 
manuſcript to the influence of the Latin, unleſs it can 


Greek, and that it might eafily have originated in the 
Latin. An inſtance of this kind is in the Codex Mont- 
fortianus, 1 John v. 6. where inftead of the common 
reading wvevpa, we find xeiges. Now, as the Latin words 
* fpiritus' and © Chriſtus,” are written in the old Latin 
manuſcripts XPS and SPS, (Pref. to Caſley's Catalogue, 
p. 22.) it was eaſy to exchange the words in the Latin, 
but not fo eaſy in the Greek. In this caſe therefore, 
we muſt aſcribe the reading xe-e to the influence of 
the Latin: but no inſtance of this kind has been pro- 
duced from the Codex Bezæ. 


| PAGE 230. 

91. See Wetſtein's Note to Matth. iii. 16. 

92. See Knittel's edition of Ulphilz verſio Gothica non 
nullorum capitum epiſtolæ ad Romanos, p. 283. when 
the origin of this reading is explained as an error of a trat- 
ſcriber, who copied from a MS. in which the canons d 
Euſebius were noted in the margin; this learned critic con. 
jectures that zareExwov in the ancient MS. from which 
the Cod. Bezz was copied, ſtood at the end of the lite, 
that « was noted in the margin parallel to it, and with 
ſmall interval, that the tranſcriber imagined therefore, that 
it belonged to the word in the text, and that in the interval 
a letter was faded, which he ſuppoſed to be v, and wot 
therefore xaraCawora.- It is true that this is mere contr 
ture, but the conjecture is certainly ingenious : and thatl 
is not devoid of probability, appears from the _ 
ſtance, that the letter A is actually the reference to the 
canons of Euſebius, Matth. iii. 16. as may be feet di 
conſulting Stephens's or Küſter's edition. 1 
93. The reading of the Codex Veronenſis 15, et f, 
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die cum exiſſet a Bethania, but that of the Vercellenſis 
zrees word for word with the reading of the Latin text 
of the Cantabrigienſis. 15 : | 

94. Not only in ſome caſes, but perhaps in moſt caſes, 
the Latin text has been altered from the Greek in the 
Codices Græco-Latini in general, where the Greek has 
been ſuppoſed to have been altered from the Latin. See 
the Notes 73—79. 90. | 

95. Namely, the only two manuſcripts containing 
the Latin verſion, in which this reading is omitted, it 
being omitted in the beſt Greek manuſcripts, and there- 
fore rejected by Grieſbach from the text of his edition. 


. PAGE 281. | | 

96. As the Cod. Cant. was probably written in Eu- 
tope, as appears from its being accompanied with a Latin 
ranſlation, it ſeems improbable that the Syriac verſion 
ſhould have been uſed in the correction of a manuſcript, 
untten in a country where the Syriac language was 
wholly unknown: and the only ſuppoſition that can 
make the conjecture probable, is, that the Greek text 
at the Cod. Cant. was taken from a Greek manuſcript 
Witten in Aſia. But even for this conjecture there ſeems 
o be no neceffity, for the examples produced by Storr, 
n proof of his hypotheſis, are not wholly ſatisfactory. 
The firſt is that Which has been already quoted by our 
author, Mark xi. 12. where the Syriac verſion expreſſes 
cum exiſſet e Bethania, eſuriit, and the Cod. Cant. 
1 che Jovra amo rue BnJaviac erevacey,. Now a critical 
correction implies a knowledge at leaſt of the lan age 
n which the correction is made, but the writer of this 


pallage in the Cod. Cant. has diſcovered no critical know- 


edge of Greek, ſince he has converted erewarev into an 
perſonal verb, and made it to govern FN. The 
teration therefore may be aſcribed rather to error, or 
arelefineſs, than to actual deſign; and it is probably 
_ accident that both the Cod. Cant. and the old 
Joe verſion expreſs the participle in queſtion in the 
ular. Thoſe who would examine the other exam- 
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ples; will find them in Storr's Obſervationes ſuper Vel. 


Syr. p. 15, 16. 

97. See Chap. vu. ſect. 11. That one of the Greek 
manuſcripts, collated at Alexandria by Thomas of Hy: 
kel, in the ſeventh century, for his edition of the Phi. 
loxenian verſion, had readings fimilar to thoſe which ar 
at preſent found in the Codex Cantabrigienſis, no one 
has pointed out with ſo much clearneſs and preciſion a 
Profeſſor Adler. This learned and ingenious writer, in 
his Verſiones Syriacæ, p. 79—1 33. has given a collation 
of the marginal readings of this verſion in the four G0. 
pels, with ſeveral Greek MSS. eſpecially the Alexandi- 
nus Vaticanus, Ephrem, Cantabrigienſis, and Stephan 


octavus, the reſult of which collation (ſee p. 130.) is, that 


nineteen readings, found in no other Greek MS. tha 
the Cantabrigienſis, are noted in the margin of the Phi 
loxenian verſion, viz. Matth. i. 7. viii. 28. ix. 15, . 
6. xx. 28. Mark 1. 3. iv. 9, vii. 13. Luke vi. 1. 41 
xii. 1, 2. xvili. 30. 34. XX. 36. xxii. 34. John vi. . 
vii. 40. ix. 37: alſo ſix that are in no other manuſcript 
than the Cantabrigienſis and Vaticanus, and twenty-five 
which the Cantabrigienſis has in common with ſome fen 
other manuſcripts. It is well known that this extraot- 
dinary coincidence, which was firſt obſerved by Wetſtein, 
induced that eminent critic to ſuppoſe that the Cod. 
Cant. was actually one of thoſe Greek manuſcripts which 
Thomas collated, and of which he wrote the readings in 


the margin. But this is a ſubject, that will be exanuned 
in the ſequel. See Note 122. 


98. Namely, Te xs, which is found in no other 
MS. than the Cant., is expreſſed in the Coptic verſion. 


| | PAGE 232. 15 
99. The example taken from Mark iii. 2 1. 15 more de- 
ciſive, than that taken from ver. 29. becauſe the forme! 
which is a very remarkable reading, is found in the Cant. 
alone, whereas the latter is found in two other man 
ſcripts. Many other examples of coincidence in ſing! 


lar readings might be ſelected from Wetſtein, or — 
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bach: but no one has examined this ſubje& with ſo 
much accuracy as Semler, who, in his Hermeneutiſche 
Vorbereitung, Vol. III. p. 126—135. has inſtituted a 
compariſon between the Cod. Cant. and the Coptic ver- 
fon, alſo with the Ethiopic, the Armenian, and the 
Alexandrine fathers, and the reſult of this inquiry is, that 
the Greek text of the Cod. Cant. belongs to the Alex- 
andrine edition, and that the original, from which it 
was copied, was Written in Egypt. 

100. Our author has here printed a lift of examples, 
communicated to him by Woide, in which the Sahidic 
rerfion agrees with the Cod. Cantabrigienſis, but the 
moſt complete information on this ſubject is to be had 
in Dr. Münter's Diſſertatio de indole verſionis Sahidice, 
p. 10—46. where he has inſtituted a very accurate com- 
pariſon between the Cod. Cant. and the Sahidic verſion. 
To the ancient verſions mentioned by our author, 
may be added at preſent the Verſio Syra Hieroſolymi- 
V. una, deſcribed by Adler in his Verſiones Syriacæ, p. 137 
cripts i —202. He has collated this verſion with the readings 
fue of the Cod. Cant. and diſcovered in it eleven readings, 
e fev chat exiſt in no other Greek manuſcript now extant, 
fact: fourteen which are found only in one or two manuſcripts 
ſtein, I befide the Codex Cant., and fifty-four which are com- 
Cod. mon to the Codex Cant. and ſeveral other manuſcripts. 
which 101. For that reaſon Dr. Harwood, in his edition of 
g5 1 WW the Greek Teſtament, publiſhed in London in 1776, has 
uned Wi regulated his text in the Goſpels, and the Acts, chiefly 
according to the readings of the Cambridge manuſcript. 


other I See his preface, p. 7. 


ion. 
| PAGE 233. 
102. The Cod. Corbeienſis 1. is that which was pub- 
eck. bed by Blanchini, who terms it Cod. Corb. 195: the 
mer, Wh Cod. Corb. 2. was publiſhed by Sabatier, who terms it 
Cant. od. Corb. 21. Theſe two manuſcripts were noted 1. 2. 
Janur by Grieſbach. See his preface, p. 23, 24. Our author 
mo quotes only the Corb. 2. for © iratus,” but it is alſo in 
Irie the Corb. 1. See Blanchini Evangeliarium quadruplex, 
zach: 2 II. p. 318. i 
| 103. That 


not that of forum, is aſcribed to Le. With k. 


Mark xiv. 2 5. the expreſſion xawe www is uſed. Or the 


find pro eo, and ſuper ipſo.“ 


684 NOTES TO CHAP. VIII, SECT. VI. 


103. That other ancient Greek manuſcripts had » 
NN ,jꝭ“ĩr, appears from the Gothic verſion, which ws 
immediately tranſlated from the Greek, and expreſſs 
this reading. | | 

104. In the Lex. Hept. the ſenſe only of plate, 


ſpect to this reading, it is more reaſonable to aſcribe i 
to accident, than to feek for a myſterious reafon that 
never exiſted. As the Greek rel, as well as the 
Latin platea, ſignifies not a public road, but a broad 
ftreet, or open place in a town, it is almoſt ſynonymons 
to a, and was probably ſubſtituted by miſtake in the 
hurry of copying. 
| PAGE 234. 
105. It is not improbable that xawov Bpby was written 
in the margin of fome ancient MS. oppoſite to Luke Ai. 
16. becauſe in the parallel paſſages, Matth. xxv1. 29. 


reading of the Cod. Cant. aroſe perhaps in the following 
manner. In the- manuſcript from which it was copied, 
the three firſt letters of AH HHH being partly faded, 
the tranſcriber, as the ſubject related to eating, took the 
remnant of H for B, and ſuppoſed that the verb ws 
BPNOH ; the remnant of IIA, which he was obliged to 
fill up by the help of his imagination, he took for N, 


and writes KAINON BPNOH. But the former conjecture 


is the moſt probable. 

106. Namely, in the Evangeliarium quadruplex, P. 
p. 315. But our author muſt have written this ſentence 
without conſulting the-work to which he appeals, for 
the Codex Veronenſis has not in fines,” but in partes 
and the Vercellenſis, Corbeienfis, and Brixianus, 4e 
wholly devoid of an addition of this kind. ; 

107, The Latin reading is taken not only chiefly, * 
wholly from the Greek; for the very miſtake of the 
copy iſt, in writing we aur twice, (which our autho!, 
however, has not noted, and which I have ſupplied from 
Wetſtein, becauſe I have found it in the manuſcript K 
ſelf) is faithfully tranſplanted into the Latin, where . 
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108, The Cantabrigienſis, and the Cyprius, are the 
only two Greek manuſcripts, which here retain the ge- 
nuine reading. | 

| PAGE 236. 

199. Beza wrote, in the beginning of this manuſcript, 
the following account with his own hand. Eft hoc ex- 
emplar venerandæ vetuſtatis ex Græcia, ut apparet ex 
barbaris quibuſdam Græcis ad marginem notatis, olim 
the erportatum, et in S. Irenzi monaſterio Lugdunenſi, ita, 
rd ut hic cernitur, mutilatum, poſtquam ibi in pulvere diu 
00 kacuiſſet, repertum, oriente ibi civili bello anno Domini 
the 62. He gives the ſame account in his letter to the 
Univerſity of Cambridge, dated Genevæ Id. Decemb. 
1581, and thirdly, in the page preceding the preface to 
[tus edition of the Greek Teſtament, printed in 1582. 
Now we muſt here diſtinguiſh conjecture, from evidence. 
That the manuſcript came originally from Greece, is 


20. | , ; 

* conjecture : but that it was diſcovered in the monaſte 
wing of St. Irenæus in Lyons, in 1 562, is the direct and po- 
nie tive evidence of a man, whole veracity we have no rea- 


lon to doubt: and, fince he has given it at three diffe- 
tent times, and all three times his accounts agree, there 
ſeems to be no reaſon for calling his evidence in queſtion, 


i ww 
edto Ul evidence as poſitive can be produced to the con- 
. IN, ary, 8 72 | 


110. See Wetſtein's Prolegomena, p. 29. 36. But 
that the Codex Þ is never quoted in Stephens's margin, 
Where the Codex Bezz has a chaſm, and that the Codex 


Nene 

s, fo has 450 lectiones ſingulares, is a miſtake. I have 
ares! WW cerefully counted them, and found only 211 lectiones 
„ ate Evlares quoted from the Cod. g; viz. 63 in Matthew, 


51 in Mark, 36 in Luke, 28 in John, and 33 in the 


y, but det. In conjunction with other manuſcripts, the Cod. 
of the is Quoted by Stephens 128 times, viz. in Matthew 39, 
ackor, n Mark 32, in Luke 29, in John 17, and in the Acts 
1 from WM”: The whole number of times therefore that the 


. is quoted, both with and without other manu- 
ere We wiſe . amounts only to 339. The other poſition like- 

eo that the Codex Þ is no where quoted in Stephens's 
. The | | margin, 
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margin, where the Codex Bezæ has a chaſm, is not true, | 
For the Codex Bezz has a chaſm Matthew xxvii. 1— 
12. yet Stephens quotes his Codex g twiee in this place, 
VIZ. ver. 1. for the reading troncav, inſtead of the com- 
mon reading :, and ver. 3. for w αe, inſtead of 
Taexdidss., Again the Codex Bezæ has a chaſm Adds 
Vill. 29—x. 14; yet Stephens has quoted his Codex | 
twice in this interval, viz. ix. 31. exe cn ond 
preparvn wopevopern, for the common reading exo u 
onxodoprejarvcu xa Wopevopevas, and again at the end of the 
verſe, emAnJvvero for exAnJvuvorro, This. is a mere ſtate- 
ment of facts, which is deſigned only to correct our au- 
thor's too general aſſertion, and is not written with a 
view of prejudicing the reader againſt the opinion, that 
the Codex Bezæ, and the Codex Stephani g, are one and 
the ſame manuſcript, for at preſent I do not argue upon 
theſe facts. The general evidence for and againſt the 
opinion in queſtion, with the exceptions that may be 
made to the different arguments on each fide, will be 
ſtated in a ſubſequent note. 

111. Prolegomena, p. 36. Our author's reference to 
Acts xxi. 35. is an erratum, for the Cod. B is not quoted 
once in that chapter. The other example, Acts xl. 1. 
conſiſts only in the word Mavana, quoted by Stephens 
from the Codex g, and which is not quoted from the 
Cod. Cant. | 
PAGE 238, 

112. For examples of Robert Stephens's inaccurac), 
in his celebrated edition of the Greek Teſtament, fe 
Mr. Porſon's Letters to Archdeacon Travis, p. 75—9 
and Le Long's letter to Martin, publiſhed in the Jour 
nal des Scavans, Vol. LXVII. p. 646. 

113. But in the expreſſion NAETER IL Oi, Robert 
Stephens might ſurely include his ſon : and that he real- 
ly meant to do ſo, though prudential motives 2 
him at that time time to conceal his name, leſt the 1 
lations ſhould be thought inaccurate, as being made 
ſo young a man, appears from the evidence of Hen) 
Stephens himſelf. See Wetſtein's Prolegomena, p. *. 
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144. where the matter 1s reduced to a certainty. The 
expreſſion © in Italicis which Wetſtein quotes from 
Henry Stephens's Preface to the edition of the N. T. of 


n. 138), applies in particular to the Codex g, which was 
of dle only manuſeript collated in Italy. 

as | 

q: PAGE 239. 

00 114. Our author's firſt objection to Dr. Semler's hy- 


potheſis, that the Cod. Stephani g might have been a 
the N rranſcript made from the Codex Bezæ, is ungrounded : 
te- br he is miſtaken in ſaying, that Semler ſuppoſes it to 
au- have been made a /hort time before Henry Stephens col- 
ha kled the Cod. Þ in Italy. Semler uſes the word olim, 
that Wand therefore the objection drawn from the word vetuſ- 
and WW tifimum is not valid. His ſecond objection, that a 
maſcript from the Codex Bezz could hardly have been 
b accurately taken, as to deviate ſo little from the ori- 


be einal, as the Codex Bezz from the readings of the 
be codex 6B, is likewiſe of very little weight, for the diffe- 


rences between the extracts from the Codex Bezæ, and 
the Codex g, are ſufficiently numerous to make the hy- 
potheſis at leaſt poſſible. Wetſtein himſelf made his ex- 
mts, not from the Codex Bezz, but from a copy of it. 
\t leaſt it is highly probable, for ſince he tranſcribed 
the manuſcript, while he was in Cambridge, it is rea- 
bnable to ſuppoſe that he collated this copy at his lei- 
ure, after his return. The anonymous author of the 
dpccimen animadverſionum in prolegomena Wetſtenii, 
uppoſes that both of them were ancient copies of the 
ume old manuſcript, and it is not improbable, that 
tom the ſame manuſcript, from which the Codex Bezz 
"8 copied, other tranſcripts were likewiſe taken, all of 
ch, would be, as Bengel exprefles it, of the ſame 
anily. Now to this hypotheſis 1t has been objected, 
ur does not account for the extraordinary circum- 


ne col- Wſarce of Stephens's never quoting his Codex G, where 

ade e Codex Bezæ has a chaſm, ſince it cannot be ſup- 

Henry oed that both copies were defective in the ſame places. 

p. 4 4 this objection is ungrounded, appears from 
144 10, | 


Without 


i 


a Without deciding on the queſtion, whether the Code 


Stephens from his Codex 8. Another inſtahce is Joh 
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Bezæ, and the Codex Stephani g, are one and the ſame 
manuſcript, or not, I will fate, as fairly as J am able 
the arguments for and againſt the queſtion, with the 
objections, that may be made to each, and leave the ge. 
termination to the reader. | 

In favour of the opinion that they are one and the fame 
manuſcript, Wetſtein alleges, in his Prolegomena, 5.2 
1. That the lectiones ſingulares, quoted in Stephens 
margin from the Codex B, agree exactly with thoſe 0 
the Codex Bezz, except in ſome few inſtances, which 
appear to be typographical errors. The ſame argument 
he repeats p. 36. and ſays, that the Codex Bezz, an 
Codex g, agree in 450 variationes ſingulares. 2. That 
where the Codex Bezæ has chaſms, no readings art 


P alont 

ted in Stephens's margin from the Codex g, though * 
3 except dels chaſms, the Codex Þ is quoted by i 
Stephens in every page. 3. That ſeveral remarkable = 
additions to the common text, found only in the text oil mk 
the Codex Bezæ, are quoted by Stephens from his Code bh 
B. Of theſe he gives no examples, but among other Ta 
which I have obſerved, there are two which are ve | 

| ſtriking, viz. Acts xvi. 38. where the Codex Bezæ - gg 
long paſlage, conſiſting of not leſs than forty-nine " ve 
Fwhich are found in no other manuſcript at " 7 3 
; known, and theſe very words are preciſely quote E pl 


he Cor 
ances, 
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he rea 
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vi. 56. where a long paſſage, conſiſting of one and tu 
ks evan" to => Cas Bezæ, are e qu 
by Stephens from the Codex g. See allo 5 ph 2 
xiv. 7. 10. which are examples of the ſame kind, 

170 ſe RN may be made the following * 
jections. 1. The lectiones ſingulares, quoted _ , 
Codex g, do not amount to 4.50, but only to wy 
conjunction with other manuſcripts it is _ 2 
times, ſo that the whole number, both o — 
ſingulares, and lectiones communes, _— 1 
339. See Note 110. But, making all rea _ | 
ductions, it appears that the Codex Bezz, an ie 
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dex agree in about two hundred readings, which Henry 
Stephens found in no other manuſcript, than his Codex 
g. We muſt not however conclude that none of them 


deze. In order to aſcertain this point, as well as our 
imperfect data permit, I have collated the fix firſt chap- 
ters of St. Mark, and have found the proportion to be 
follows : Of 28 readings, which Stephens quotes from 
the Codex g alone, there are 19 which Wetſtein quotes 
from the Codex Bezæ alone, 8 which he quotes from 
ther manuſcripts, as well as the Codex Bezæ, and one 
where the Codex Bezæ and Codex g do not perfectly 
gree. If we argue therefore by analogy, from theſe fix 
chapters to the whole manuſcript, we ſhall find that of 
the 211 readings, quoted by Stephens from the Codex 
E alone, 143 are found in the Codex Bezæ, and in the 
odex Bezæ alone, at leaſt of the manuſcripts, that were 
known to Wetſtein. And of theſe 143 lectiones ſingu- 
lares, there are ſeveral which are very long, and very re- 
markable. Now, as it ſeems improbable, that ſo extra- 
prdinary a manuſcript as the Codex g ſhould be totally 
loſt in times devoted to critical inquiry, which muſt 
be the caſe, if the Codex g was a different manuſcript 
om the Codex Bezæ, it is reaſonable to conclude, if we 
ue from this coincidence, that they are one and the 
me manuſcript. 2. To the ſecond argument it may 
de replied, that the premiſes are not perfectly true, for 
de Codex g is actually quoted by Stephens in four in- 
ances, where the Codex Bezæ has a chaſm. For this 
Tanuſcript is defective, Matth. xxvii. 1—12. and Acts 
iu. 29x, 14.3 yet Stephens quotes from his Codex g 
he reading eroinoay for tho, Matth. xxvii. 1. and 
Fatadsc as a various reading to wagadidus, Matth. xxvii. 3. 
gan, Acts ix. 31. he quotes from his Cod. G the va- 
Hous reading ti kenn 06000 preprevn Wopevopevn, and at 
It end of the verſe er7anJvvero., Here, however, it muſt 
de temarked, that immediately before theſe two laſt- 
peationed quotations from the Cod. 3, Stephens quotes 
ol. II. X x n Her 


z contained in any other manuſcript, than the Codex 


— ye — 
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n jv vv £xxAncie from the Codex d. Now it is evident 
that theſe three readings were taken from the ſame m- I 
nuſcript, for they only differ from the common text in 
having the noun, the participle, and the verb in the 
ſingular, 1nſtead of the plural. The compoſitor ther- 65 
fore muſt have made a miſtake, either in letting 9 for 
in the firſt inſtance, or g for 9 in the two laſt. But as 
one miſtake might more eaſily happen than two, the 
probability is in favour of the opinion that 9 is a miſtake, 
and that all three ſhould be 83. But if we admit that 
this example is neutral, the others ſtill remain in 
force, unleſs they be explained as typographical eros. 
Beſides, it is not true that the Codex (3 is quoted 
in every page of Stephens's margin, where the C6- 
dex Bezæ is not defective. For this manuſcript has 
no chaſm in any part of the Goſpel of St. Luke; yet il 
this Goſpel alone there are not leſs than twelve whole 
Pages, in which neither the letter 3, nor the letter z 
appears in Stephens's margin, which laſt abbreviation 
had it been uſed, might have been ſuppoſed to includ 
the Codex 8. There are alſo three other pages, n 
which the Codex Þ is not quoted by name, but only IN- 
cluded, if included at all, under the word are. Eel 
therefore, if it were admitted, that every one of the quo 
tations from the Codex g, in the places where the Codex 


Bezz has chaſms, were typographical errors, yet thi 
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argument of Wetſtein would {till be inconcluſive. | 
In favour of the opinion, that the Codex Ber, 1B - * 
the Codex g are two diſtinct manuſcripts, may be alleged ba an, 


Q 
the following arguments. 1. It appears from the dir 
and poſitive evidence of Beza, which he has given .! 
clear and conſiſtent manner three different times, 0 
Note 109.) that his manuſcript of the Goſpels and 15 
was diſcovered in the monaſtery of St. Irenæus at =, 
in 1562, and that from all the intelligence, which 1 partic 
was able to procure, it had lain there time immemol | 
If this account be true, the Codex Bezz could not 15 that 
ſibly have been collated in Italy by Henry epi] Cod 
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en years prior to that period, and the manuſcript, 
hich Stephens collated, muſt now lie buried in ſome 


lian library. 2. Henry Stephens, who collated the 
d. 8, who lived in habits of intimacy with Beza, and 


Tinted ſome of his editions of the Greek Teſtament, 


uſt unavoidably have been led by the ſame curioſity, 
hich induced him to examine every Greek manulcript, 
hich he could procure, to inſpect at leaſt the two ce- 
brated manuſcripts, which Beza uſed in his edition of 
652, and in which Henry Stephens himſelf wrote the 
Khortatio ad Lectorem. If therefore Beza's manu- 
Tpt of the Goſpels and Acts had been the very ſame, 
luich he himſelf had collated a few years before, he 
ſt have recognized fo remarkable a manuſcript, and 
courſe would have mentioned it to Beza. But Stephens 
no where given the leaſt hint of its being the ſame, 
ouch he had a fair opportunity of doing it, where he 
aks of the manuſcripts, which he himſelf had colla- 
, namely in the preface to the edition of the Greek 
lrament of 1 587, printed three years after Beza's third 
lon, (Wetſtenu Prolegom. p. 143.) 3 and Beza con- 
itly quotes it as a different manuſcript from the Cod. 
phani B. 3. In four inſtances where the Codex 
zz 18 defective, Stephens quotes readings from his 
ex g. See the preceding paragraph, with the ob- 
ations on the two laſt examples. 4. The author of 
Specimen animadverfionum in prolegomena Wet- 
du has produced twenty readings, in which the Codex 
e and the Codex g contradict each other. Wetſtein 
Fever has ſhewn, (Prol. p. 36, 37.) that the greateſt 
to! them are without force. For four of them are 
a by Stephens, not from the Codex Þ in particular, 
s being en wagt, an expreſſion which is too general 
the foundation of an argument, relative to any one 
particular, Of the other ſixteen examples, he has 
in that five differ rather in appearance than reality, 
hat the words quoted by Stephens are actually 1 
odex Beze. For the difference, which is viſibl 
* K 2 in 
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in two other examples, he accounts by ſaying, th 


immaterial difference, as Wetſtein terms it, and 


Codex g and Codex Beza: contradict each other, 1 


Luke ii. 21. iii. 19, though he *finiſhes his exam 


692 NOTES TO CHAP. vIII. SET. vf. 


Of 4 
KNOW! 
Lame 1 
lid fr ( 
rom v 
lance, 
aken | 
inſte 
eed b 
anuſ⸗ 
Je Pro! 
6 ext 
We mu 
em; 
umee 
o be x 
tf the ( 
et on 
arkab 
Wt quo 
ina 

onſiſtir 
her n. 
ezæ, 1 
lay be 
e Mar 
buld nc 


Stephens quotes for them other manuſcripts, beſide t 
Codex g, and that to ſave himſelf trouble, he annexe 
the letter g to a reading found in another manuſery 
becauſe the difference between them was immater; 
One of theſe examples is Acts 11. 1. where the Code 
Bezæ has emi ro auro er Ty exxAnoiy. Ev de Ta matt 
egg Ieręog, inſtead of which reading, Stephens quot 
from his two manuſcripts noted 8 and e, the follown 
reading, Ty fxxAnoig £78 To br. Tlereos de. This 15 


anſwer is not ſatisfactory. Of the remaining exan 
ples, he ſhews that one has too trifling a difference 
be worthy of notice, and to that which is taken fr 
Acts vin. 6. he replies, that the Codex Bezæ has the 
two readings, and that, though the reading produc 
by Mull difters from Stephens's quotation, the latter 
found in the Codex Bezæ, a ſecunda manu. In then 
examples which are taken from Matth. ix. 20. X. 
he makes it probable that g is a typographical error, 
the one inſtance for n, in the other for à. But | 
there are four examples remaining, namely Matt 
Xl. 22. Luke ii. 21. iii. 19. viii. 18, in which f 


which are only ſuppoſed to be typographical errors. | 
deed two of them Wetſtein has left wholly unnouc 


tion with the words en viginti illa loca excuſla. larkabl, 
theſe four are the reſult, not of a collation of Jenty 8 
whole manuſcript, but only of 19 chapters in St. tentive 


thew, 8 in St. Luke, and 15 in the Acts. I have m 
no regular collation, with a view of diſcovering col 
dictions between the Codex Bezæ, and the Codex A 
phani g, but I have found one by accident, John = 
where Stephens quotes a reading from the latter, 

is not in the former: and if the whole of Stepie 
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margin was collated, it is poſſible that many more 10 ems 
be found. Now if we contend that each example o ſeript, 
Kind is a typographical error, it may be faid we are 6” eolatie 
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bf a petitio principii. When two different critics are 
known to have taken their extracts from one and the 
ame manuſcript, as we know that Mill and Wetſtein 
id from the Codex Bezæ, we have a certain criterion, 
om which we can ſafely pronounce, that, in every in- 
ſunce, in which their extracts differ, an error muſt have 
aken place either of the writer, or of the printer. But 
nftead of arguing ſynthetically, we are obliged to pro 

ed by the method of analyſis, and the identity of the 
anuſcript is the thing to be aſcertained, which can 
te proved by no other method, than by a compariſon of 
e extracts from the two ſuppoſed different manuſcripts, 
je muſt be content to take the data, ſuch as we find 
em; for if we new-model them according to a pre- 
umed hypotheſis, we are taking for granted the thing 
obe proved, 5. Though the characteriſtic readings 
| the Codex g are found in general in the Codex Bezæ, 
& on the other hand there are ſome very long and re- 


able readings in the Cod. Bezz, which Stephens has 
* ot quoted from his Codex g. For inſtance that extra- 
* nary paſſage, Matth. XX. 28. UMLELS e Enrerre, ũ*K TX. 


onſiſting of not leſs than ſixty words, which exiſt in no 
her manuſcript at preſent known, than the Codex 
ele, is not quoted by Stephens from his Codex g. It 
ay be ſaid therefore, that if the Codex Bezz had been 
& manuſcript, which Henry Stephens collated, he 
ud not poſſibly have overlooked ſo long and ſo re- 
latkable a paſſage. Whatever latitude be given to 
len) Stephens's negligence, he was certainly not in- 
tentive to this chapter; for he has quoted his Codex G 
Feral times in it, for readings of infinitely leſs import- 
dee, than the reading in queſtion. And, what is moit 
Wraordinary of all, be has quoted egi as A various 
fung to ew, ver. 27, and noted likewiſe the omiſſion 
uro oz O αοννẽ,e, ver. 34. and yet does not perceive 
32 interpolation between theſe two verſes. 
V "Ee reaſonable to canclude, that the ma- 
| pt, collated by Henry Stephens, had zo! the in- 
bolation in queſtion, and of courſe was a different 

1 3 manuſcript 
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_ manuſcript from the Codex Bezz. Should it be ob. 
jected that, as H. Stephens's collation was imperfecty 


only from their being unnoticed in the margin of - 
phens's edition, (though even this circumſtance 1s 


teſtimony of Beza, who was in poſſeſſion of Henry d. 


irh 17 
1 i 


the ( 


printed, the interpolation might have been noted in the 


| : * 
collation itſelf, though it was not printed in the magier 
of R. Stephens's Greek Teſtament : it may be replied, bens 
that Beza, who was in poſſeſſion of the collation {ell thb 
and has quoted from it an hundred and twelve reading the 
of Stzphens's manuſcripts, and, among the reſt, fx fron... 
the Codex 8, which are not printed in Stephens's m T0 
gin, (Wetſten. Prol. p. 145.) has quoted the interpo; iy b 
lation in queſtion from his own MS. yet takes not tg." 
leaſt notice of its being in H. Stephens's collation of tn then, 
Cod. g. And that he was not inattentive to Stephen... th. 
various readings, at that very place, appears from Hunt as 
quoting, in the very next verſe, exTogevouens avry from ll... 1 
Cod. Stephani c. Another inſtance is Acts xv. 2. wh: ut 


the Codex Bezæ has a very long and remarkable reading 
conſiſting of not leis than twenty-five words, which it 
found in no other manuſcript, and which H. Stephe! 
has not quoted from his Codex 8. But he has quote 
a reading of much leſs importance from the very fan 
place: he could not therefore have __— 
twenty-five words, if they had been in his manulcr 


And that H. Stephens did not note them, appears 10 


he Un 
lunenſ 
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ficient to warrant the inference, where a reading * 
importance is obſerved) but likewiſe, from the pott 


phens's autograph. For in his note to Acts . ri 
his edition of 1582, he quotes the twenty five _ 
queſtion from his own manuſcript, and obſerves - 1 
Quod autem hic adjectum invenio in mco veru | 
codice, etſi nolim temere in contextum 2 ö 
id nuſquam alibi inveniam, mire tamen hund locu 


41 
trat. From all theſe circumſtances therefore, 5 7 Aſt ten 
reaſonable to infer, that the Cod. Bezæ, and the f . in f 
though very ſimilar, arę not the ſame; and 8 n 
nuſcript, which Stephens collated in Italy, 15 4 oF | bat 
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her loſt or buried in obſcurity, in the ſame manner as 
the Codex Boreeli, the Codex Camerarii, the Codex 


Rlodienſis, Eraſmus's MIS. of the Revelation, and ſeveral 


ther manuſcripts of the Greek Teſtament, uſed by Ste- 
bhens himſelf, and other editors, with many, if not molt, 
f the manuſcripts, ſrom which the Editiones principes 
ff the Claſſics were printed in the fifteenth and fixteenth 
enturies. 
To theſe arguments for the diverſity of the MSS. it 
ay be objected, 1. That Bezu's poſitive evidence can 
zo no further than to the place where, and the time 
hen, the MS. was found; not to the number of years 
hat the manuſcript had been preſerved there. Further, 
hat as Beza has no where aſſerted that he himſelf diſco- 
ſered the manuſcript in the monaſtery of St. Irenzus, 
nd uſes the expreſſions Exemplar venerandz vetuſtatis 
repertum, (not reperi), and again, in his letter to 
he Univerſity of Cambridge, Exemplar ex cœnobio Lug- 
unenfi ante aliquot annos nactus, it is poſſible that even 
s evidence in regard to the place where, and the time 
en it was found, was given only at ſecond hand, and 
at he relied on the authority of ſome perſon, who ſtole 
from the monaſtery during the civil commotions in 
yons, and brought it to him for ſale. On the other 
and, it muſt be obſerved that Beza's words do not 
kceſlarily imply that he did not find it himſelf. He 
as probably at Lyons in the very year, in which he ſays 
hat his manuſcript was diſcovered ; for in that year he 
008 a journey from Geneva to Paris, to be preſent at a 
ouncil between the Catholics and the Hugonots, as ap- 
ears from the accounts of Freher, Moreri, and Bayle. 
then he was guilty of a literary theft, and appropriated 
b his own uſe what belonged to the monks of St. Ire- 
kus, a matter by no means improbable in itſelf, ſince 
PAC, as well as connoiſſeurs, are ſometimes unable to 
ſt tempiation, he would naturally have exprefied him- 
in ſuch a manner, as to leave it undetermined whe- 
it had been ſtolen by himſelf, or another perſon, 
That though Henry Stephens, who collated the Codex 
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B, and muſt frequently have ſeen the Codex Bezæ, ha 
no where aſſerted that they were one and the fame nu. 
nuſcript, yet the argument drawn from his filence is 
only negative, and that arguments of this kind are not il 
ways concluſive. But it is more difficult to find an anſwer 
to the other part of this argument, namely, that Ru 
has conſtantly quoted the two manuſcripts as diſtind, 
which he hardly would have done, if Henry Stephen 
had ever obſerved, that they were one and the fame, 
Wetſtein however, who takes for granted that H 
Stephens actually informed Beza, that they were one 
and the ſame manuſcript, goes ſo far as to accuſe 
Beza of a wilful intention to deceive. His words ar, 
(Prol. p. 34.) Vereor tamen ut Beza ipſe omni cul 
careat, neque reperio quomodo ipſum crimine minu 
ſincera fide adminiſtratæ rei liberare queam. Sine dubi 
enim ſcire potuit ſuum codicem prius a familiari fu 
Stephano adhibitum fuiſſe, et nihilominus ad utrumque 
ſæpius, tanquam diverſi codices ſint, provocat. Nori 
Wetſtein ſingular in his opinion of Beza's critical diſho- 
neſty: for Simon, in his Hiſt. crit. du texte du N. I. 
ch. xxx. p. 372. ſays, Ce n'eſt pas icy le lieu de donne 
d'autres preuves de la mauvaiſe foi de Beze dans ſes Notes 
ſur le Nouveau Teſtament. 3. That the four quotations 


from the Codex g, in the two places, where the Coder 


Bezz has a chaſm, may be explained, either on the up: 
poſition, that two leaves, which are now wanting, have 
been loft fnce Stephens's time; or as typographical errors 
an explanation, which Wetſtein ſays ought not to be re- 
jected, where the weight of evidence is ſo much in favour 
of the other fide; and in one of theſe examples in paſt 
cular, Matth. xxvii. 3. it is highly probable that p 154 
miſtake for n. See Wetſtein's Prol. p. 37. compared 
with his various readings to this paffage. T 3 
likewiſe may be faid of John xiii. 2. the example whic 
I obſerved in the preceding paragraph. 4. That the 
argument drawn from the contradictions above- mel 
tioned is inconcluſive, becauſe many inſtances ma) 

produced of collations made by different perſons = 
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the very ſame manuſcript, which contradict each other 
much more frequently, than the extracts from the Codex 


ſor 3 contradict the readings of the Codex Bezz : and that, 
ds errors are unavoidable, both in making extracts from a 
"(er manuſcript, and in printing thoſe extracts from the colla- 
Ru ion, we ſhould often draw a very unjuſt inference, if we 
ind MY argued from a few contradictions to the diverfity of the 
phens manuſcripts. 5. That the fifth argument is not abſo- 
lime WY lutely deciſive, ſince it is poſſible that H. Stephens might 
+ H overlook the moſt remarkable readings, even in places, 


where we ſhould leaſt expect it, and likewiſe poſſible, if 


e one 
cue be had noted them, that the ſame remarkable readings 
b might have been overlooked both by R. Stephens, and 


Beza.— What weight is due to the preceding arguments 
and objections, I leave to the determination of the reader. 

115. Our author has by ſome miſtake aſſigned the 
date of 159 5 to Beza's laſt edition, which was not printed 
before 1598. Inſtead of fourteen years therefore, as our 


culpa 
minus 


2mque N 
Nor author ſays, Beza had ſent away his manuſcript nearly 
dil. ſeventeen years, and was three years older than our author 
N. T. makes him: a circumſtance which gives additional 


donner ſtrength to his argument, in reſpect to the two examples 


Notes produced by Wetſtein, from Beza's laſt edition. 

rations 116. If the Codex Bezæ, and the Codex Stephani g, 
Coder te one and the ſame manuſcript, this conjecture faves 
ne up- Beza's credit, and is at the ſame time attended with 
7, have fewer difficulties, than Wetſtein's hypotheſis, the parts 
error WP of which are not only improbable, but contradictory to 
be nach other, as will appear from the following Note. 
out That Beza did not confound his MS. of the Goſpels and 
n parti Acts, with the MS. of St. Paul's epiſtles, in ſaying that 
ue received from Lyons that, which came from Cler- 
mpir mont, and vice versa, is probable, becaule he is perfectly 
je fame confiſtent in his accounts of them, and ſpecifies them ſo 
e which Gftinily that we can hardly ſuppoſe him to have been 
hat they Lalty of the miſtake, with which Wetſtein charges him. 
re- mel. Another part of Wetſtein's hypotheſis, namely, that Beza 
may be contounded the paltry con vent of Clermont in the dioceſe 
ns = ol Beaurais, with the city of Clermont in the —_— 

a 0 
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of Auvergne, is almoſt incredible, when we reſiect that 
Beza was not only well acquainted with France, and was 
educated in Paris, but that he had an uncle who was 
Prior of a Convent 1n the very dioceſe of Beauvais, from 
which dioceſe, as he himſelf relates, he procured his ma- 
nuſcript of St. Paul's epiſtles. But Wetſtein docs not 
reſt here, for in the Prolegomena to the ſecond part of 
his N. T. p. 1. he conjectures that Beza was guilty of a 
third miſtake in regard to theſe manuſcripts, and thinks 


that neither of them came from the monaſtery of St. we 1 
Irenzus in Lyons, but that one of them came from the not 
monaſtery of Cluny : for which opinion he has no other ciet 
foundation, than that the monaſtery of Cluny was plun- | {cri 
dered in the civil war by the Swiſs ſoldiers. Now where Mr. 
we have poſitive evidence on one fide, and mere con- 490 
jecture on the other, there ſurely can be no doubt, to WoL 
which party the preference is due. Our author abides WW tat 
by the teſtimony of Beza, with reſpe& to the place mat 
where, and the time when, the manuſcript was found; dec 
but, as he accedes to the common hypotheſis, that tior 
the Codex Bezæ and the Codex Stephani g are one and lrer 
the ſame manuſcript, he is reduced to the neceſſity of oh 
ſuppoſing, that the manuſcript which Henry Stephens but 
collated in Italy not long before the year 15 50, was after. cou 
wards depoſited in the monaſtery of St. Irenæus, and b r 
there diſcovered again in 1562. Yet Beza declares that ny: 
it had lain there time immemorial, and uſes even the per 
expreſſion ut ipſius pene Irenæi temporibus extitiſſe vi. Wi > tha 
deri poſſit, &c. The queſtion therefore to be examined and 
is, what authority is due to this declaration of Beza. | 
Now the manuſcript muſt have been procured either by tha 
purchaſe, by preſent, or by theft. If procured either by tim 
purchaſe, or by preſent, the perſon who procured 1t, whe- ate 
ther Beza himſelf, or any other perſon, who gave or {old at t 
it to Beza, would probably have converſed on the ſub- Whi 
ject with ſome of the monks of the convent, who woul the 
not have declared, that it had lain there time immemorial, — 
if they had recollected the time of its arrival; and if it * 


had been brought thither, only ten or twelve * 
Fl : v3 


* 
by 
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fore, it may ſeem improbable that this circumſtance 
ſhould have been unknown to them. But on the other 
hand, when we conſider that monks in general are leſs 
attached to learning, than to luxury, and that Greek 
manuſcripts are commodities, in which the monks of 
St. Irenæus never dealt, it is by no means impoſſible that 
they were 1gnorant, not only of the time when 1t was 
brought, but even that ſuch a manuſcript exiſted among 
them. And this conjecture 1s the more credible, when 
we reflect, that the very ſame thing may eaſily happen, 
not only in a convent of unlettered monks, but in ſo- 
cieties which make literature their profeſſion. The manu- 
ſcripts, and I may add, valuable manuſcripts of the late 
Mr. Jackſon of Leiceſter, were depoſited a very few years 
ago in the library of Jeſus College in Cambridge: yet I 
would not undertake to affirm that every member of 
that learned ſociety either knew the contents of theſe 
manuſcripts, or recollected the time of their arrival. The 
declaration therefore of Beza, that the manuſcript in queſ- 
tion had lain time immemorial in the monaſtery of St. 
Irenzus, reſts on very unſtable ground, even on the ſup- 
poſition that it was procured by purchaſe, or preſent; 
but if it was ſtolen, as it very probably was, no queſtions 
could have been aſked about it, and Beza's declaration 
s mere conjecture. Our author's hypotheſis therefore 
involves no contradiction, like that of Wetſtein, and is 
perhaps the beſt, which we can adopt on the ſuppoſition 
„that the Codex Bezæ and the Codex Stephani Þ are one 
and the ſame manuſcript. : 

117. Wetſtein in his Prolegomena, p. 28. conjectures 
that the Codex Bezæ was either preſerved during ſome 
ume at Trent, or that Henry Stephens, after having col- 
ated it in Italy, delivered it to the Biſhop of Clermont 
at the time when the celebrated council was held there, 
Wach was in 1 546, and that the Biſhop brought it from 
ite council to his dioceſe of Clermont in Auvergne. 
dee Wetſtein's Prol. p. 30. Now theſe two parts of 
Wetſtein's hypotheſis directly contradict each other: for 
i appears from Maittaire Hiſtoria Stephanorum, p. 204 

—207. 


1 
1 
1 jt * 
1 
| jj » 
* 

FN 

1 

WT | 

F 

1 * 


44 
1 
1 
"* 
; 
yi 
1 
1 
AM 
19 
5 
4 
J 


— 


— 1 
. 


3 —_——_— 


_ — 


— 


* 5 
\ — 
p * 
_ e 
— 
2 


== 
uh 


ä 


700 NOTES TO CHAP. VIII. SECT. VI. 


2207. that Henry Stephens did not go to Italy till after | 


the death of Francis I, which happened in 1547. He 
could not therefore deliver it to the Biſhop of Clermont 
at Trent in 1546, and if the biſhop was in poſſeſſion of 


the Codex Bezz, and brought it home with him, which | 


we muſt ſuppoſe if it was diſcovered at Clermont in Au- 


vergne in 1562, it cannot poſſibly have been the many- | 


ſcript, which Henry Stephens collated in Italy between 
the years 1547 and 1550. See Note x1. to Chap. 37. 
ECL. 1. 

| PAGE 240. 

118. Wetſtein grounds this relation on the authority 
of Marianus Victorius in his notes on Jerom. Wetſtein 
does not mention the place, but it is p. 570. of the edi- 
tion of Jerom, printed at Antwerp in 1578. The words 
of Marianus Victorius are Hieronymus legit, ſicut ha- 
bet antiquiſſimus quidam Græcus Codex, quem Triden- 
tum attulit Claromontanenſis Epiſcopus anno Domino 
1 546, EXV G&uTOY JEAW jreverv BTWG, ES EPX0[4%b. | 

119. Eſpecially, when the difference of both manu- 
ſcripts from the common text conſiſts only in a ſingle 
particle. Much ſtronger evidence is requiſite to prove 
the identity, than the diverſity of manuſcripts. If the 
Biſhop of Clermont had ſaid that ovrws had been wanting 
in his manuſcript, we might have juſtly inferred, that it 


was a different manuſcript from the Codex Beze, which | 


has evrwg. But if we take the converſe of the propotition, 
and argue from the preſence of ovrus in both to the iden- 
tity of the MSS. we reſt on very unſtable ground. 
120. The words of Druthmar are © Vidi Iibrum Evan- 
gelii Græce ſcriptum, qui dicebatur Sancti Hilarii fuille, 
in quo primo erant Matthæus et Johannes, et poſt ali duo. 
Interrogavi enim Euphemium monachium cur hoc ita el- 
ſet? &c. It appears then that Druthmar expreſſed his ſur- 
priſe at finding the Latin arrangement of the Goſpels in 
a Greek manufcript; inſtead therefore of ſuppoſing that 
there exiſted many of that kind in the ninth century, We 
muſt conclude it to have been the firſt, which Druth- 
mar had ever ſeen. Nor is any objection to be — 
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ſrom his ſilence, as to the Acts, and the Latin tranſlation, 


ho 3 8 — g p Hes cums _  * . — — 
je N : D —_— — < SEES — — 
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le for it does not appear to have been Druthmar's inten- 
at tion to give a complete deſcription of the manuſcript : 
of his whole attention ſeems to have been engaged by that 
+ circumſtance, which appeared to him o very extraordi- | 
u. mary, namely the Latin arrangement in a Greek manu- 0 
1. ſcript. There is another circumſtance which, though ; 
5 it does not in itſelf prove the identity of the manuſcripts, 


. may be admitted at leaſt as collateral evidence. The 143 

” Codex Bezæ is the only Greek manuſcript at preſent. 4; 
known, which omits the words exTopevouevs dic omarog, 

ty Matth. iv. 4. and theſe very words are omitted by Druth- 


0 mar, in quoting the ſame verſe. See the ſixth chapter 
4 of his Expoſitio in Mattheum, printed in the ſecond 
03 volume, p. 291. of the Nova bibliotheca veterum Pa- 
wy trum. Parifiis, 1639. 2 tom. fol. The text of the Vul- 
5 gte in this paſſage is, Non in ſolo pane vivit homo, ſed 
5 in omni verbo, quod procedit de ore Dei. But Druth- 
mar's quotation is like the text of the Codex Bezz, Non 

TY in ſolo pane vivit homo, fed in omni verbo Dei. And 
ale in his commentary on this verſe he repeats * verbo Der 
1 not leſs than four times, but takes not the leaſt notice of 
the any words like exTopevopers qe go, as being between 
ing them, though he explains in general every word. This 
t it example I diſcovered by accident: it 1s probable there- 
ich fore, that if all Druthmar's quotations were collated, 
on, more examples of coincidence might be found between 
en- them, and the lectiones ſingulares of the Codex Bezæ. 

1321. As our author himſelf rejects the argument, it | 
An- 6 unneceſſary to quote it from the Orient. Bibl. | 
fe, | : J 
uo. PAGE 241. == 
4 122, Here Dr. Ridley was certainly miſtaken, for Pro- 8 
ſur- kfſor Adler has very accurately collated the marginal 1 
$ in radings of the Philoxenian verſion of the four Golds, 1 
that and in theſe alone has found not leſs than nineteen read- .. 
we ng3, which exiſt in no other MS. at preſent known than .- 
ith- e Codex Bezz. See Adler's Verſiones Syriacæ, p. 130. 1 
awn ad Note 97. to this ſection, where the nineteen examples 1 
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are enumerated. Among them 1s the celebrated addi- 
tion after Matth. xx. 28. ve os Cureire, x. T7. A. Which 15 
noted in the margin of the Philoxenian verſion, in the 
Codex Aſſemanianus 1, collated by Adler (but not in 
Dr. Ridley's MS.) with a Syriac note made by the edi- 
tor Thomas, of which the following is a tranſlation, Hæc 
quidem in exemplis antiquis in Luca tantum leguntur, 
capite LIII. Inveniuntur autem in exemplis Gracis hoc 
loco: quapropter hic etiam a nobis adjecta funt. See 
Adler's Verſ. Syr. p. 90. It muſt likewiſe be remarked 
that Adler's collation was confined to the four Goſpels. 
In the Acts of the Apoſtles I have obſerved a great num- 
ber of examples: for inſtance, Acts vi. 11. the Codex 
Bezæ has a paſſage conſiſting of fourteen words contained 
in no other manuſcript at preſent known, and this very 
paſſage Wetſtein found in the margin of Ridley's manu- 
{cript of the Philoxenian verſion. See alio Acts xiv. 4, 
10. xv. 7. which are examples of the fame kind. It 
therefore we argue from this coincidence alone, we ſhall 
conclude, that the Codex Bezæ was collated at Alexan- 
dria by Thomas of Harkel in the ſeventh century, with 
the fame propriety as Wetſtein infers from a ſimilar co- 
incidence, that it was collated in Italy by H. Stephens 
in the ſixteenth century. But here again we have ex- 
amples of diſagreement, as well as in the former caſe. 
The reading of the Codex Bezæ, Luke xx. 34. 15 Yen 
ral v Yeworw, gignuntur et gignunt, in which it dif- 
fers from all other Greek manuſcripts at preſent known, 
which univerſally expreſs the ſenſe of © uxores ducunt, 
et nuptum dantur,” though not preciſely in the fame 
Greek words. Now there is a Syriac note to this read- 
ing, in the margin of the Philoxenian verſion (ſee p. 400- 
of White's edition) of which the following 15 4 tranſla. 
tion. In exemplari antiquo eft © gignunt et gignuntul, 
fed in Graco non eff. Since therefore Thomas exprefily 
declares, that a reading, which we know to be in the 
Codex Bezz, was not in any of his Greek manulcripts, 
we muſt neceſſarily conclude. that it was not in the num: 


ber of thoſe which he collated: unleſs we fay that 1 
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mas was here guilty of an overſight, as Wetſtein fays of 


Stephens, where the Codex Bezz differs from the Codex 


Stephani g. | 

Two queſtions ſtill remain to be examined, the one re- 
ltve to the place where, the other to the time when, the 
Codex Bezz was written. Simon, Mill, Wetſtein, our 
zuhor, and moſt other critics contend that it was writ- 
ten in the Weſt of Europe, where Latin was better un- 
derſtood than Greek, ſince a tranſlation would have been 
wholly ſuperfluous, if the manuſcript had been written, 
zhere the original language of the Greek Teſtament 
was the language of the country. The three firſt of the 
above-mentioned critics go ſo far as to aſſert that it was 
certainly written, not by a Greek, but by a Latin ſcribe; 
wuch, they fay, appears partly from the formation of the 
letters, partly from the orthography, obſervable in many 
See Simon Hiſt. Crit. du Texte 
du N. T. Ch. 30. p. 360. Differtation critique ſur les 
Ms. du N. T. p. 25—33. Mill's Prolegomena, ſect. 


zuments which have been brought by Simon and re— 
peated by Mill, to ſhew that the Codex Bezz was written 
ha Latin ſcribe, either prove nothing, or prove the 
ky reverſe. One of his arguments is the following, 
p. 360. Le Grec et le Latin font 'ecrits d'une meme 
man, et le Grec approche plus des anciennes lettres un- 
Cales des Latins, que de celles des Grecs. Les premi- 
Fi font plus quarrees, au lieu que les grandes lettres 
ie Grecs ſont plus longues et plus maigres. Here Si- 
| a ny to have been ignorant, that the long and nar- 
. 4 0 of the Greek uncial letters was not introduced 
N : e eighth century, (Montfaucon Pelzographia, 
230) and that the ſquare form, which is obſervable in 


bien This argument therefore proves nothing. 
* e ee which he makes in the ſame page, 
her to an oppoſite concluſion. Le Grec and 
A an font ecrits d'une meme main, et d'une lettre 

falt ſemblable; enſorte qu'il y a meme quelque 


fois 


eU 


1271. and Wetſtein's Prolegomena, p. 30. But the ar- 


pe Codex Bezz, is found in the moſt ancient Greek 
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fois des lettres purement Grecques dans le Latin.” From 


: NID co 
this laſt circumſtänce one might rather conclude that in 
the Codex Bezæ was written by a man, who was more ro 
accuſtomed to write Greek than Latin, and it appears ſo Ik 
on examining the manuſcript itſelf, I would rather ac- C 
cede therefore to the opinion of Grieſbach, who ſays in th; 
his Symbolz, p. lvu. © Character græcus fatis elegans nuf 

non prodit ſcribam latinum; imo elegantiores fere ſunti ma 
græcarum quam latinarum literarum ductus And bor. 
again, p. lxii. Codex a græco librario exaratus, &c. mer 
But the Codex Bezz might ſtill have been written in cur; 
Italy, or in ſome other part of the Weſt of Europe where fr; 
Latin was ſpoken, ſince it is highly probable that Gre tant 
ſcribes were employed in Italy for copying Greek books dan. 
This opinion is ſupported not only by Simon, Mil dn 
Wetſtein, our author, and moſt other critics, but is like man 
wiſe defended by Montfaucon, who is one of the beſſi the 


judges of antiquity that ever exiſted. It is true that h yet 
does not expreflly treat of the Codex Bezæ, but what h men: 
ſays of the Codex Claromontanus (Palzographia, p. 217 ſemb 
is applicable to the former; for they ſo nearly reſembll diplo 
each other, as to have been taken, though erroneouſly drup 
for parts of the fame whole. Now the Codex ClaromonW plate 
tanus appears to have been written in a country, tha al( / 
was under the authority of the church of Rome; for th is ng 
epiſtle to the Hebrews is written at the end, and (as the o 
have been informed by a friend, who has lately examine of EU 
it) even by a later hand. See Simon Hift. crit. du Tex follgy 
du N. T. p. 362. And as the epiſtle to the Hebrevil thy ; 
was always admitted by the Greek church, but was e added 
jected by the church of Rome during ſome time, u origin, 
when admitted was placed at the end of St. Paul's Epi Greet, 
tles, not before the epiſtles to Timothy, Titus, a 
Philemon, as in the Codex Alexandrinus, and oths 
manuſcripts written under the authority of the Gree 
church, Simon and Montfaucon concluded, as W. 
from this circumſtance, as from the Latin rranſſaro! 
that the Codex Claromonranus was written in the We 


of Europe. If we argue therefore by analogy, ve 
E conclud 
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conclude the ſame of the Codex Bezæ: at leaſt we may 
infer that it night have been written in the Weſt of Eu- 
ore cope, as it ſo nearly reſembles a manuſcript that was fo. 
soit be objected, that the Latin letters both in the Codex 
ac-M Claromontanus, and Codex Bezæ, are very different from 
; in thoſe obſervable in the Augienſis, and Boernerianus, ma- 
ans nuſcripts confeſſedly written in the Weſt of Europe, we 
unt may reply, that theſe are much leſs ancient than the two 
And former, and admit therefore of no compariſon; the for- 
&c. mer having the Latin text in uncial letters, the latter in a 
n in current hand. That Latin characters nearly of the ſame 
here form as thoſe of the Codex Bezæ and Codex Claromon- 
reel tanus, were uſed before the ſeventh century by Latin 
ooks Ml tranſcribers themſelves, is evident from the fpectmens 
Milz which have been given by Mabillon and Blanchini. No 
ke man will ſuppoſe that purely Latin manuſcripts, without 
> bell the addition of a Greek text, were ever written in Greece: 


nat! 


nat he vet Mabillon and Blanchini have produced many ſpeci- 
nat hq mens of ancient Latin MSS. in uncial letters, which re- 
21) {mble thoſe of the Codex Bezæ. See Mabillon de re 
emb l diplomarica, p. 35 5. 257. Blanchini Evangeliarium Qua- 
oft druplex, P. I. p. 532. plate 2d. and 4th. P. II. p. 588. 
omon plate 2d. and page 600. plate iſt, 2d. and 7th. See 
; = allo Aſtle's Origin and Progreſs of Writing, p. 32. There 
or LN 


v no preſumption therefore whatſoever a priori againſt 
1 (as dhe opinion that the Codex Bezæ was written in the Weſt 
amine oi Europe; and when we take into conſideration the two 
Tex following circumſtances, it will appear highly probable 
lebreuſ that it actually was fo. 1. The Latin tranſlation was 
was teu added with no other view, than as a mean of making the 
ne, a Oiiginal intelligible to thoſe, who were not ſkilled in the 
Ps Epi Greek; and it was not added merely in conſequence of 
us, a the high authority of the church, which uſed it. For in 
d och that caſe the tranſcriber would have adopted ſome eſtab- 
e Greet liſhed text, from which he would have never deviated, 
as we Whereas the Latin text of the Codex Bezæ is found in 

ante! no Latin manuſcript, either ancient or modern. It 
the Weg bas omiſſions, inverſions, and interpolations, in which it 
we dea agrees with the Greek text to which it is added, but in 
conc hich it differs from all other manuſcripts, whether Greek 
Vor. II. Yy or 
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or Latin. Now this tranſlation would have been wholly 


ſuperfluous, if the manuſcript had been written for the uſe 
of a Greek, to whom a Latin tranſlation was unneceſ- 
ſary, and ſtill more ſo, if written in Egypt, as Father 
Georgi (Fragm. Græco-Copto-Thebaicum, p. 199.) ſup- 
poſes, where Latin was unknown. 2. The Goſpels in 
the Codex Bezæ are written in the following order, Mat- 


- thew, John, Luke, Mark. This arrangement was never 


admitted by the Greek church, or in any country ſubject 
to 1ts authority, but was the common arrangement of 
the ancient Latin manuſcripts, as appears from the Evan- 
geliarium Quadruplex. From all theſe circumſtances it 


{ſeems reaſonable to conclude that the Codex Bezæ was 


written in the Weſt of Europe, in a country where Latin 
was better underſtood than Greek, and which was ſub- 
ject to the authority of the church of Rome. It is true 
that the word ANATN HEMA, which is very frequently 
written in the margin of the Greek text, and in uncul 
letters, ſhews that it was uſed in an early age as a Lec- 
tionarium in ſome Greek church. But this circumſtance 


proves nothing, becauſe the avzywruare were not written 


by the original copyiſt, but added by a different hand, 
as Grieſbach has rightly obſerved in his Symbolæ, p. Ivu. 
A manuſcript written in one country may be eafily tranſ- 
ported into another; the Codex Alexandrinus, in the 
compaſs of a few years, was in Alexandria, Conſtanti- 
nople and London; and that the Codex Bezæ has been 
ſubject to ſeveral migrations is not improbable from the 
yarious corrections both in the Greek and in the Latin 
texts. Grieſbach in his Symbolz, p. Ixii. fays, Codex a 
Greco librario exaratus e græcorum manibus fæpius in 
latinorum manus pervenit, et viciſſim aliquoties ad Græ- 
cos rediit,. aut poſſeſſores ſaltem habuit plures utriuſque 
linguæ gnaros. 5 
Another hypotheſis may be propoſed, which will ſolve the 


ſeveral phænomena relative to the Codex Beaæ, as calily, 


or perhaps more ſo than the preceding: namely, that : = 
written either at Conſtantinople, or in ſome city of the 
Greek empire in Europe, for the uſe of ſome perſon orcom- 


munity belonging to the Latin church, between the _ 
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of Conſtantine, and the final ſeparation of the Greek and 
of. WT Latin churches. During this period, it is probable that 
nor many Latin families removed from Italy, and ſettled in 
fome of the principal cities of Greece; and perhaps whole 


| 15 communities attached to the Latin Church exiſted in 
ate Conſtantinople, for-a conhderable time after the removal 
of the ſear of Empire. Now the Codex Bezæ is exactly 


jet ſuch a manuſcript as we may ſuppoſe to have been writ- 
ef en for the uſe either of a Latin community, or ſome 
| perſon of diſtinction, ſettled in a city of the Greek em- 
tire. In a MS. of this kind we ſhould naturally expect 
the hand writing of a Greek ſcribe, that a Latin tranſla- 


= tion would be added to the Greek text, and that the 
ub. Latin order would be obſerved in the arrangement of the 
true br Goſpels: all which we find in the Codex Bezæ. 
ntly . fe ſame hypotheſis likewiſe accounts for the addition 
\cial of the aa αν,νν, the additions and corrections, which 
ec. ae been made by different hands, both in the Greek and 
ance Lain texts, and the various marginal annotations, many of 
tron chichare in barbarous Greek, and in a modern hand, with- 
and, ¶ our having recourſe to the additional ſuppoſition that the 
Ivii. manuſcript has travelled backwards and forwards from the 
nf. Melt to the Eaſt of Europe, in order to account for the ſe- 
the eral phenomena obſervable in this MS. It was brought 
anti- berhaps toward the. cloſe of the Greek empire from 


breece into Italy, where it was coltated by Henry Ste- 
\ the WI pkens, if it is the ſame as the Codex Stephani g, before 
atin came into the hands of Theodore Beza. I am aware 
lex a bat an objection may be made to the preceding hypo- 
1s in bbeſs, drawn from the text itſelf of the Codex Bezz. It 
Gre- may be ſaid, that if the Codex Bezæ had been written in 
iſque Greece, we ſhould probably have found in it the read- 
Ngs of the Greek edition, or what Semler and Griefbach 

re the ell the Recenſio Conftantinopolitana; whereas it is 
eaily, known that the Codex Bezz contains readings of a very 
it was Wl erent kind, But independently of the circumſtance 
f the at all the manuſcripts of what is called the Greek or 
com- Vantine edition, are much more modern than the Co- 
time E Bezæ, we muſt not forget that a manuſcript written 
of one country may be copied from a manuſcript that 
Yy 2 £ vas 
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was written in another: and if we argue from the read. 
ings of the Codex Bezz to the place, where it was writ- 
ten, we may conclude that it was written either in Sy- 
ria, or in Egypt: for in many inſtances, where it de- 
parts from all other Greek manuſcripts, it agrees with 


the old Syriac, the marginal readings of the new Syriac, 


the Coptic verſion, and the quotations of Origen. We 
need therefore make only one addition to the laſt-men- 
tioned hypotheſis, an addition which agrees with the 
opinion of Dr. Semler, and we ſhall ſolve every phano- 
menon relative to the manuſcript in queſtion: namely, 
that the writer of the Codex Bezæ uſed ſeveral Gree 
manuſcripts, from which he ſelected thoſe readings 
which appeared to him to be the beſt, and that one ot 
thoſe manuſcripts was of the Alexandrine edition. 
The antiquity of the Codex Bezæ is a matter as diff 


"cult to determine, with any preciſion, as the foregoing 


queſtion. If we argue from the internal evidence of the 
text, and conclude from the antiquity of its readings, 
that is, from the circumſtance that the Codex Bezæ 1s 
free from many ſpurious additions and alterations, that 
were introduced. into the more modern Greek manu- 
{cripts, (though it has others. of a different kind not 
found in modern manuſcripts,) the inference to be de. 
duced is, not that the manuſcript itſelf is ancient, but 
only that it has a very ancient text, a matter, hic 
is of much greater importance than the antiquity o. 
the vellum, and of the ink. See the latter part of 
Note 11. That it was written before the eighth cel- 
tury is certain, as appears from the ſhape of the let- 
ters, the want of intervals berween the words, and ol 
accents, and marks of aſpiration. For in the eight 
century the Greek uncial characters degenerated from 
the ſquare and round form, which is ſeen in the Codex 
Bezæ, to an oblong ſhape; marks of aſpiration and ac. 
cents were added, and the elegance of writing conll er 
ably decreaſed. See Montfaucon Palæographia Foy 
Lib. III. cap. vi. Secondly, it appears from compa 
the letters of the Codex Bezz with the Greek in{crip- 


: . 11 
tions given by Montfaucon, p. 158—175- not on yt 1 
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1 % be more ancient than the eighth century, but 
u. WT that it may be as ancient as the ſixth, the fifth, or even 
*. me fourth century. No inſcription however comes ſo 
Je. bear to it in the ſhape of its characters, as that which 


th Montfaucon has given, p. 174. Ne. 1. an inſcription 
ac, Wl "hich was engraved about the middle of the fixth cen- 
vo um, in the reign of Juſtinian, The letters of this 1n- 


en. TCenption and of the Codex Bezz are very nearly alike, 
the both in form and proportion, and the only material dit- 
no. MW Frence is in the Alpha, which in the former is made 


oy, . us A, in the latter thus. A. But this is no argument 
einst the antiquity of the manuſcript, for though the 
ing er ſhape is the moſt ancient, yet the latter was in- 
e of Wl voduced in a very early age into manuſcripts, becauſe 

t might be made with only two ſtrokes of the pen, while 


gi. e latter, which required three ſtrokes of the pen, and 
oing IM vas therefore rejected from manuſcripts, was retained in 
{ the inscriptions, becaule it was more eaſy to be cut by the 
ings, WM cidel. See the Palzographia Græca, p. 152. Nor is 
z lere any great diſſimilarity between the letters of the 
that WY Codex Bezæ, and an inſcription given by Montfaucon, 
\anu- P. 170. which bears indeed no date, but which Mont- 
1 not {Ml fucon, p. 168. ſays may certainly be referred © ad Au- 
e de- Suſtorum priora fæcula.“ It appears therefore, from 
- but Wl paring the Codex Bezz with Greek inſcriptions of 
which Glterent ages, that it cannot have been written later than 
ity of WW ſicth century, and that it may have been written even 
art of o or three centuries earlier. We muſt in the next 
\ Cen- Place therefore examine, whether this poſſibility may be 


e let- WY made to amount to a probability. The tawny colour of 
ad the ink diſcovers indeed the higheſt antiquity; but, if 
eighth wo manuſcripts were written with the ſame ink, the one 
1 from n the fourth, the other in the ſixth century, they would 
Codex Probably be faded at preſent in a nearly equal degree, 
nd ac- end the difference between twelve and fourteen hundred 
nfider- bes would hardly be ſufficient to enable us to diſcover 
Grzch 2 any difference in the colour. Beſides, as ſome 
nparing i ae more durable than others, the letters of a mays 
inſcrip- in manuſcript may be more faded than thoſe of a more 
aly tha . | ancient 
l 
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ancient manuſcript. But a probable argument may be bete 
derived from the chapters and ſections, into which the ſides 
ancient manuſcripts of the Greek Teſtament were uſually de 
divided. This argument I do not mean to produce « Ml wr 
a new one, for it has been applied by Grabe, Cailey, by b 
and Woide, to the Codex Alexandrinus, and by Hich- WM |:tte: 
tel to the Codex Vaticanus. It is well known to thote Ml 6a; 
who are converſant in manuſcripts of the Greek Teſta- tte 
ment, that the four Goſpels are divided into greater and I dun 
ſmaller portions, the one called zur, the other ut. lift © 
Az, in the ſame manner, though in different propor- Step! 
tions, as we divide them into chapters and verſes. The WM that 
rid, or the larger portions, were generally marked in WM mo: 
the upper margin; the xePzaziz, or, as they are fre- the d 
quently called, the Ammonian ſections, were always WM the d 
marked at the fide, and to theſe ſections EuſebusMl whic! 
adapted his ten tables, or harmony of the Goſpels, o Alex: 
which he referred by writing, under each of the Greek dvi 
letters or numbers expreſſive of the Ammonian ſections, Wl mem 
letters which denoted that part of each table, where the inftan 
ſection was to be ſought. Thoſe who have not acceß fi 
to Greek manuſcripts, will find this very clearly repre-WMinftzn 
ſented, either in Stephens's edition of 1 5 50, or in Kü. 2 
ter's edition of MilPs Greek Teſtament. The Acts 0 Correſ 
the Apoſtles, and the Epiſtles, were likewiſe divide0Wext v 
into ſections, which are called from the inventor t Code; 
ſections of Euthalius; and they were noted in the ma- Eutha 
gin by letters, in the ſame manner as the Ammona; gusve 
ſections in the Goſpels. Now as the Euthalian ſectio If u 


are not marked in the margin of the Acts of the Apol 
tles, and the Epiſtles, in the Codex Alexandrinus 
though the N and xePrAzxig are noted in the Golpels 
Grabe in his Prolegomena to the Septuagint, Calley ! 
his Catalogue of the King's manuſcripts, and Wolde! 
his. Preface to the Codex Alexandrinus, contend thi 
the Codex Alexandrinus was written before Euthalws 
had introduced thoſe ſections, that is before the). 
396. But this is much too haſty a concluſion, 4 
conſiderable time might have elapſed after the year Ls | 


j 
* 
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be before thoſe ſections were brought into general uſe. Be- 
the fdes, though no ſections are marked in the margin of 
y de Codex Alexandrinus, in the Acts and the Epiſtles, 
e 33 WM vet the text itſelf is very diſtinctly divided into ſections, 
fle, by blank ſpaces at the end of each ſection, and by large 
ich- letters written in the margin at the beginning of each 
hole ſection. Theſe ſections amount in the Codex Alex. in 
eſta- the Acts of the Apoſtles to 427, as may be ſeen on 
and I counting them in Woide's edition. It appears from the 
«0a I lit of v u, prefixed to the Acts of the Apoſtles, in 


opor- Wl Stephens's edition of 1.550, and Küſter's edition of Mill, 

The that the common Greek chapters, or Euthalian ſections, 
ed in amounted only to 40 in the Acts of the Apoſtles. Now 
e fie · ¶ the diviſion into ſmaller portions, was probably later than 


ways Wl the diviſion into larger portions; and the portions into 


ſebius MY which the Acts of the Apoſtles are divided in the Codex 
ls, 108 Alexandrinus, appears to be nothing more than a ſub- 
Greek divifion of the Euthalian ſections, for I have compared 
c1005, chem in nearly one half of the book, and found in every 
re the inſtance, that, where an Euthalian ſection begins, a new 
acceß ſection begins in the Codex Alexandrinus, except in one 
repre-i nftance, which is of little importance, namely, Acts 
n Kü. 20. where an Euthalian ſection ends, whereas the 


Accs ot 
divided 
tor the 
he mat- 


correſponding ſection in the Codex Alex. ends with the 
next verſe. Upon the whole, however, the writer of the 
Codex Alex, appears to have been acquainted with the 
Luthalian diviſion, and Woide's argument is incon- 


mona Wclu fe, 

(eto If we apply the ſame argument to the Codex Bezz, 
e Apo Wie ſhall meet with the fame objection. For though no 
ndrinu tions are noted in the margin, yet the text itſelf is 
Goſpeb e ided into ſections, which are denoted, not by blank 
Calle u daces, as in the Codex Alexandrinus, but by the firſt 
V oide Mord of each ſection being ſo written, that the firſt letter 
end tba ends in the margin, which is ſometimes greater, but 
Zuchall i general of the ſame ſize with the other letters. Now 
the lh ele lections are not the ſame as thoſe in the Codex Alex- 
, ho eus, but the number of them is nearly the ſame 
year 39" both manuleripts ; and, as I have found on examin- 
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ing the Codex Bezæ, that wherever an Euthalian ſection 
commences, a new ſection begins in the Codex Bezæ, 
it appears that the ſections of theſe two manuſcripts in 
the Acts of the Apoſtles, are only different ſubdiviſions 
oß the Euthalian ſections. This argument therefore, in- 
ſtead of being favourable to the Codex Alexandrinus, 
and the Codex Bezæ, is rather an argument that neither 
of them were written before the fifth century. 
Another argument, which I will conſider independ- 
ently of the former, may be deduced from the diviſions 
in the four Goſpels. The.7ias of Euſebius are wholly 
unnoticed in the margin of the Codex Beze, and the 
re O, or Ammonian ſections, are not accompa- 
nied with the references to the canons of Euſebius. 
This is obſerved by Mill, in his Prolegomena, & 1211, 
who ſuppoſes that theſe references were omitted through 
forgetfulneſs, which cannot have been the reaſon, be: 
cauſe the ſections are ſometimes written ſo cloſe together, 
as to leave. no room for a reference between them. | 
have thought it extraordinary that he did not rather 
deduce this very obvious inference from the omiſſion of 
theſe references to the canons of Euſebius, that the Co- 
dex Bezæ was written, not indeed before the time d 
Euſebius, but before the tables which he invented wert 
brought into general uſe; and as Euſebius was a mai 
of ſo diſtinguiſhed a character, and we know that Jerom 
himſelf adopted theſe canons, (Hieronym, Pref. in 1 
Evang. ad Damaſum) we might ſuppoſe that they welt 
adopted in general within an hundred years after ther 
invention. Phis argument therefore, if no object 
could he made to it, would prove that the Codex Be 
could not have been written later than the middle of the 
fifth century. But I have fince diſcovered the realo 
why Mill did not apply this argument, for he relats 
8 666. that he had ſeen ſeveral other manuſcripts of tt 
Goſpels, beſide the Codex Bezæ, which have the Amr 
monian ſections without the references to the canons 
Euſebius. He has not mentioned any one in particult 
but I have ſeen two in the Univerſity Library at on 
bridge, marked Dd. 9. 69. and Mm. 6. 9. the forme! 
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tion or which is the Codex Mori 1. a MS. in Trinity College 
2zz, Library, marked B, 10, 6. and the Cod. Gonvilli et Can, 
ts in all written in the common {mall Greek character, and 


fions at leaſt fix hundred years after the time of Euſebius, in 
„ in- which the Ammonian ſections are written in the margh, 
inus, MW -without any reference to the canons of Euſebius. Their 
cher Wl abſence therefore from the Codex Bezæ affords no abſo- 
lute proof of its antiquity. . | 
Yend- But there is another circumſtance to be taken into 
1fions che account, relative to che Ammonian ſections in the 
holy Codex Bezæ, namely, that they were noted in the mar- 
d the I gin by a different, and of courſe later hand, than that 
mpa- Wl which wrote the manuſcript itſelf. This is aſſerted by 
ebius. . Mill, Wetſtein, and Grieſbach, who have all examined 
1271, the manuſcript. See Mill's Prolegomena, & 666, 1271. 
rough WI Wetſtein's Prolegomena, p. 31. and Griefbach's Sym- 
1, be: bole criticæ, p. lviii. And that their aſſertion is founded 
ether, on the truth, appears from an examination of the manu- 
m. I {ript itſelf. For though the Ammonian ſections are 
rather WF noted in the margin with the fame uncial letters, as are 
ion of WW uſed in the text, and the ink is in both places of the 
he Co. WF fame tawny colour, yet the letters in the margin are 
ime of ſomewhat ſmaller than thoſe in the text, and ſome of 


d were Wl the former, when cloſely examined, manifeſtly differ from 
a mai Wi thoſe in the latter, eſpecially the er:o1;uov, that denotes the 
Jerom Wl number ſix, which in the margin has always the follow- 
. in ng mark ©, but in the text is written thus L, which is 
cy were Ba probably the moſt ancient mark, it being compounded 
r ther WF of F and L, the one an erect, the other an inverted 
yecuon Bl gamma, as X is compounded of V and A: an inſtance 
of this kind is Mark xv. 33. where it may be obſerved 


e of lie that Wetſtein has copied erroneouſly, and written - 
| ml inſtead of L, by which means he has converted exrng 
relates 


no reine, a reading found in no MS. whatſoever, and 
S of the lexta is written in the Latin at full length. It is like- 
Wie certain that the writer of the Cod. Bezæ did not intend 


non d that the text ſhould be divided into the Ammonian ſec- 


yo tions, for he has actually divided it into ſections of a 
jt Cam. 


> formel 


otally different kind. They are denated by the firſt 
word 
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word of each ſection projecting into the margin, ſo that 
the firſt letter ſtands out of the text, but is contiguous 
to the ſecond letter, and is generally of the ſame ſie 
with the reſt, though it is ſometimes larger. Thek 
ſections amount in the Goſpel of St. Mark to 153, as 
have found after counting them twice, whereas the Am. 
-monian ſections in that Goſpel amount to 2 36, which 
is nearly double the number. It is true that the ſectionz 
formed by the text, correſpond ſometimes to thoſe noted 
in the margin, that is the Ammonian ſections, but they 
much more frequently do not, ſo that their coincidenq 
in certain caſes clearly ariſes from no other circum. 
ſtance, than that both are diviſions of the text according 
to the ſenſe, and being very numerous, muſt of courk 
ſometimes coincide. Another proof, that the writer of 
the Codex Bezæ did not intend to mark the Ammonian 
ſections, is, that an Ammonian ſection frequently begins 
in the middle of the line, whereas thoſe: which I have 
mentioned above commence always at the beginning of 

the line. And though the perſon who added the Am- 
monian ſections, has conſtantly added two dots (: be- 
fore the word which begins the ſection, yet the interval 
is frequently ſo ſmall between it and the preceding word, 
that he was obliged to add them nearly at the top of the 


letter. For inſtance; in St. John's Goſpel, the Ammo- the 
nian ſection AA begins with the words, OHιν νο]¼]ͥ Wl Att: 
EICTONYION, John iii. 36. but the letter O is ſo ne ence 
to the laſt letter of the preceding word,; that it was gn 


neceſſary to add the two dots at the top of the line, in 
a manner which I.cannot reprefent by types. 


From all theſe circumſtances it is certain, that the ſert, 
writer of the Codex Bezæ neither did note, nor intend cept 
to note, the Ammonian ſections: nor are they accu. man 
rately noted even by the perſon, who afterwards added Wel 
them, for they frequently diſagree in poſition with the ſtein 
Codex Alexandrinus, which we muſt conclude in th may 
caſe to be accurate, becauſe they are not only mark cien 
in the margin, but determined by blank ſpaces in the . 

text itſelf. Now the queſtion to be examined is, wii! gh 


argumen 


* 
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) tha argument can be deduced from the above-mentioned 
gun omiſſion, in reſpect to the antiquity of the manuſcript 
je ſize Ml in queſtion? If we conclude that it was written before 


Thee ME the invention of the Ammonian ſections, we ſhall refer 
, 2; it to the beginning of the third, or the end of the ſecond 
Am · century: a circumſtance, which would be rather too 
which haſty, becauſe a confiderable time might have elapſed 
ions before their uſe was become general. But fince theſe 
noted MI diviſions were adopted and recommended by Euſebius 
t they in the fourth century, and likewiſe by Jerom at the end 
dence of the ſame, and beginning of the following century, 
rcum- WM they muſt have been univerſally known before the cloſe 
ding Wi of the fifth. And though it may be ſaid, that the writer 
courſe of the Codex Bezæ muſt have copied from ſome more 
iter of ancient manuſcript, and might tranſcribe therefore the 
z0nian old, long after the new diviſions were introduced, we 
begins WI may reply, that as the Codex Bezæ is written in a ſplen- 
| have WW did and expenfive manner, it is probable that the perſon 
ing of or perſons for whom it was written, would have choſen 
+ Am- that ſuch chapters or ſections ſhould be obſerved in it, 
:) be- a were in general uſe, at the time when it was written. 
nen {tf we argue therefore from the omiſſion of the Ammo- 
word, nian ſections, we may fairly conclude, that the Codex 
of the i Bezæ is at leaſt as ancient as the fifth century. But as 


mmo- Wi the writer of this manuſcript has adopted ſections in the 
you Ads of the Apoſtles, which imply the previous exiſt- 
o near i ence of the Euthalian ſections, I would not aſcribe to it 
it was a greater antiquity. - RY | 
ne, in With refpe& to che comparative antiquity of the Cod. 
Beze with that of other manuſcripts, we may ſafely af- 
at the WW fert, that no one can be put in competition with it, ex- 
intend i ©Þt che Codex Vaticanus. The moſt ancient Greek 
accu. manuſcripts, (I mean thoſe only which are quoted by 
added Wetſtein) beſide theſe two, have, according to Webs 
ch the i fcin, (Prol. p. 6.) the uſual rac and s. We 
in thi BN may fuppoſe therefore that thoſe, which have more an- 
narked dent diviſions, and have other marks which denote the 
in the Wh Lleateſt antiquity, are in this reſpect entitled to the 
, whit diebeſt rank. If it be aſked, to which of theſe the pre- 
| 1 5 | cedence 
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cedence 1s due, I would anſwer, to the Codex Bere, 
for the Codex Vaticanus has accents and marks of aipi- 
ration, which were added by the perſon, who wrote the 
manuſcript itſelf. See Birch Prolegomena, p. 14. 


PAGE 241. 


123. That Mills extracts are frequently defetive, 


nd ſometimes erroneous, appears from a new coll tion 
— was made about the year 1733, by Mr. Dickenion 
of St. John's College. This collation is at preſent 1 
the library of Jeſus College, where it is mar ed O, & : 
In Wetftein's extracts hkewiſe are many errors, a5 aps 
pears from comparing them with the manuſcrip: ck 
In fact there is a two-fold ſource of error in iflen' 
extracts from this manuſcript, for as he took a 1e 
it, he probably e not n he wa 
idge, but his copy after his return. | 
wy: 8 The copy which Werſben took of the Com 
Cantabrigienſis is not the only tranſcript, Which has * 
made of this manuſcript, for Simon, in the laſt Page + 
his Preface to the Hiſtoire critique du Texte du oy 
relates, that he himſelf had a copy which had been er 
him from Cambridge. There is alſo a third copy, - - 
is preſerved in the library of Trinity College ” = 
bridge, and marked B. 10, 3. in the cabinet 0 on 
marked B. It 15 written on vellurn, in ſmall chars 8 N 
with accents and marks of aſpiration. It is a * 8 
quarto, containing only the Greek text. Pn t ans 

page is the following inſcription, Novum = _—_— 
Græcum exſcriptum ex antiquiſſimo MS. a cy we 
a Cel. Beza miſſo. Ad. v. 13. C. 22. . pe 
lorum hoc exemplar tranſcriptum eſt. This 5 * 
muſt have been made ſome time in the eee 
tury, for it is not noted in James's 3 _ gion 
tabrigienſis, publiſhed in the year 1600, but 4 gs 
in the Catalogue of the manuſcripts in Trini 2 ae. 
publiſhed in the Catalog. MStorum * ! 
Londini 1697, Tom. I. P. III. p. 94. E 27 
alſo mentioned by Le Long, in his Bibl. ſacra, 
p. 174. | 


coDICE 


e 
1 1 


CO 


125 
Apoſt 
reliqui 
only tt 
dt. Pa 
tles of 
accura 
fears 
paſſag: 
Mecut 
apud 
Colleg] 
lations 
notata 
Hic V 
trenſi. 
Jeſus 
Drefen! 
left by 
the ſar 

126 
In the 


lation 


luſtice 
iſcove 
Oxoni, 
viden 
in deſc 
be err 
bo the 

di MS 
and, W 
Errata. 
Pough 
Errata, 


NOTES TO CHAP. VIII. SECT. VI. 717 : 


"MM copicts CANTABRIGIENSES ALII. 


che PAGE 242. 

125. Mill, after having enumerated the Acts of the 
Apoſtles, and the {even catholic epiſtles, adds, claudit 
W:ciquas epiſtola ad Hebræos, where reliquas' can refer 
Ne, WW only to epiſtles not enumerated, that is, the epiſtles of 
100 st. Paul. And it certainly does contain the other epiſ- 
1:00 es of St. Paul, as I have found on examination. A more 
accurate collation of this manuſcript was made tome 
„ eeas ago for Jackſon, as appears from the following 
© balage in the Memoirs and Lite of Jackſon, p. 265. 
1-1. WMccum communicavit Jo. Wigley ſocius Collegu Chriſti 

apud Cantabrigienſes collationem pervetuſti MStr in 
collegio dicto quem Millius vocat Cant. 2. in qua col- 
ktione ſunt plus quam quingentæ variæ lectiones non 
notatæ a Millio, et aliquæ quas non recte deſcripſit ipſe. 


er Ive 


ode nic MS. congruit maxime cum Complutenſi et Leiceſ- 
been tent. This collation was bequeathed by Jackſon to 
gen Jeſus College in Cambridge, where it is preſerved at 
Y eeſent in a bundle, which contains many other writings 
cer: kit by Jackſon. It is not numbered, but 1s placed oa 


the fame ſhelf as Jackſon's bound manuſcripts. 
126. Our author having accuſed Mill of inaccuracy 
in the deſcription of this manuſcript, extends the accu- 
pation to Wetſtein alſo, but in both caſes with equal in- 
juſtice, It is really extraordinary that any one ſhould 
ilcover a difficulty in Wetſtein's deſcription. That 
Oxonienſis is an error of the preſs for Cantabrigienſis, is 
erident from Wetſtein's reference to it, Vol. II. p. 452. 
in deſcribing the Codex Collegii Chriſti Cantabrigienſis; 
be error which had been committed in the Prolegomena 
[Þ the ſecond part, is really corrected in the catalogue 
ft MSS. prefixed to them, at the beginning of the ſecond 
Folume, where Oxonienſis is altered to Cantabrigienſis, 
” what is ſtill more, is particularly noted in the liſt of 
Tata, Vol. II. p. 920. The miſtake of 28 for 29, 
nough it corrects itſelf, is likewiſe noted among the 
Pata, One miſtake however is made by Wetſtein: 
he 
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he deſcribes it as an octavo, whereas it is a large quarty, E 
There is likewiſe in Chriſt's College library an Evange. mapte 


liſtarium not noted by Wetftein. It is written on re- 13 
lum, in ſmall characters exactly like thoſe of the pre. N 
ceding manuſcript, and in folio. At the beginning j ingl 
written in a modern hand, Evangelia cum Deo ſingulis C 15 
diebus lecta, incipientia primo die Dominico. = 
E dono Franciſci Tayleri, Julii 24, 16:4, * 

PAGE 243. | 1 
127. Our author, in deſcribing the chaſmms of this 3 
manuſcript, has copied from Mill's Prol. & 1 375. Whole 1 . 


account is more accurate than that of Wetſtein, Vol. Il, 
„ | 5705 
i 128. In the London Polyglot this MS. is noted Cod, 
Em, in Mil's Gr. Teft. Cod. Cant. 3. It may be obſers- 
ed, that the deſcription given in the London Polyglot df 
the MS. belonging to Emanuel College is incomplete, 
for we there find, Cod. Em. Epiſtolæ S. Pauli Grzc:, 
but it certainly has the -catholic epiſtles alſo, which are 
placed before thoſe of St. Paul, and have thoſe ver 
chaſms deſcribed by Mill in his Prolegomena, 9 137; 
This manuſcript has been deprived therefore of the 
power of being produced as an evidence in the contro- 
verſy relative to 1 John v. 7. It is at preſent mark 
in Emanuel library 1, 2, 33: Laſtly, the extracts prin 
ed in the Polyglot were not copied only, but likewiſe 
augmented by Mill, for ſpeaking of this MS. he ule 
the expreſſion, ſedulo perluſtrare contigit. In the 
Index to his Prolegomena, he takes notice of anothe! 
Codex Em. but this is a totally different manulcrh 
and will be deſcribed in the ſequel. See Note 326. 
129. And allo in this manuſcript, without any inte, 
vention of the Syriac, to which there is no neceſity 0 
appealing, to explain the omiſſion of the conjunction 
which was probably occaſioned by no other cc 
ſtance, than the careleſſneſs of the tranſcriber. 
130. The chaſms of this MS. our author has 1nac? 


tately copied from Wetſtein, for he has omitted to *. 


em 
Lhe ty 
the 
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ton a part of the firſt, and the whole of the ſecond 
chapter of the epiſtle to Titus. 

131. This manuſcript is undoubtedly the fame as that, 
hich Mill underſtands by Cod. Luc. for the name, 
Jokn Luke, is written at the beginning. It is at pre- 
ent noted in the Univerſity Library Dd, XI. go. That 
e manuſcript thus noted is really the manuſcript in 
eſtion, appears from the coincidence of its contents, 
ud its chaſms, with Wetſtein's deſcription. 

132. This manuſcript 15 now marked in the Univer- 
Y Library Ff. 1. 30. Two other Cambridge manu- 
ripts are quoted by Mill and Wetſtein, which our au- 
hor does not deſcribe here, becauſe Mill has not quoted 
em by the abbreviation Cant. See Ne. 134, 244. 
The two Codices Mori are likewiſe preſerved at preſent 
the Univerſity Library: alſo ſeveral manuſcripts of 
de Greek Teſtament, which have never been collated; 


dot not one of theſe is written in uncial letters. Two 
pet, them however, which are marked Kk, 6, 4. and Mm, 
cg 9. ſeem to merit a collation. The former contains 
chm e As of the Apoſtles, and all the Epiſtles, and once 
e . longed to Vatablus, whoſe name is written at the be- 
% ung. The other contains the whole N. T. except 


e Revelation. I have examined them for ſome few 
ages, and have found in particular that 1 John v. 7. 
| omitted in both. | 

$ pf. . 
kevie 
he uks 
In the 


another 


CODEX CLAROMONTANUS. 


„ .&6R 144. 
133. The Bibliotheca Puteana derived its name from 


Nen family du Puy; and the proprietor, whom our au- 
5”. ©, was Jacques du Puy, who was librarian to 
i * ] King of France, and died in 16 56. Mill and Wet- 


ion 18h 


- frequently ſpeak of Jacques, and his brother Pierre, 
er the name of fratres Puteani. 5 


circuit | 
I | PAGE 245. | 
acc; 8 | ; 

: ho” 34. The following is the account given in the Cata- 


(100 


* Codd. MStorum Bibl. Regiz, Tom. II. p. 19. 
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Ex illo exemplari triginta quinque folia nefario cujuſdan 


i ; nac 
ſcelere aliquot abhinc annis avulſa ſunt, que Comiti 


Oxonienſis Harleii, ſuo in literas amore celeberrimi, mu- * 
nificentia in priſtinas ſedes rediere. | * 
135. No man has examined the readings of this ma- whi 
nuſcript with ſo much accuracy, as Dr. Semler in h. ſer 
Hermeneutiſche Vorbereitung, Vol. IV. p. 8—61. wher the 
he has completely reſcued the Cod. Claromontanus from * 
the charge of having been corrupted from the Latin. Thi who 
nature of the ſubject admits not an extract, but the who! wii 
deſerves to be tranſlated, that thoſe who are unacquaiareM crib 
with German may derive advantage from the principe com; 
of this great maſter in the art of criticiſm, read; 
8 | (raur, 
. PAGE 246. hic! 

1 36. The reading YVV% as inſtead of Voi 1s f 

eaſily explained as an error either of the eye in copying 
or of the ear in dictating, that the intervention of H } ql 
Syriac verſion ſeems wholly ſuperfluous ; but in this e for th 
ample it cannot poſſibly have occaſioned the reading teglio 
queſtion, for the Syriac is not yuanas, but yoo; Wor, 
A Greek tranſlation of the whole paſſage would be ar the hi 
Joxav THIS Puvarrs rug vin ur 85 GVA HTEWS v benen, bu d 28% 
our author puts together a ſet of Greek words withou8Fhad be 
meaning, as correſponding to the Syriac ; and in oraatoy, 
to render the impropriety of his tranſlation yuan; A fmi 
leſs viſible, tranſlates not a>o.., ſaying that he can montar 
conjecture what the Greek verb might have been. M but not 
author of leſs eminence than Michaelis might here 0 bappen 
{aid to trifle. | a : | o diſc 
137. Perhaps the following ſtatement will render tithe Lat 
example more intelligible than the ſtatement of our r genuine 
thor. The only expreſſion, in which the text of both do re. 
Claromontanus and Augienfis differs from the com" ous, b 


text, 1s 118 taurus, inſtead of eig uro, Heb. XII. 3. 4 
word which correſponds in the Syriac verſion 15 & : 
ſibi ipſis: in this ſingle expreſſion therefore any” b | 
montanus and Augienſis differ from the common f : 
and coincide with the Syriac. - But our author has 


obſerved that they in fact materially differ from oy 
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nac; for the words which he has quoted from this ver- 
fon occupy preciſely that place in the ſentence, which in 
theſe MISS. is allotted to eig sur wvrinoYyinv, but inſtead 
of expreſſing this reading, expreſs o eaurois avreAeyon, 


Jan 
1110S 
mu- 


ma which muſt have been the reading of the Greek manu- 
1 hig ſcript from which the Syriac. verſion was made, and gives 
cher the ſentence a totally different turn from that which is 
fro found in the Claromontanus. It appears then that the 


Tha 
hol 
untec 
ciples 


whole inquiry muſt be confined to theſe three words, 
which have been written, through the careleſſneſs of tran- 


common reading. 2. E865 QUT (cures) GQUVTIAOY Lov, the 
reading of the Augienſis and Claromontanus. 3: 0s bro 
(tavroig) avTEAEY ov, the reading of the Greek S. from 


ich the Syriac verſion was made. 
*15 | | 


pring PAGE 247. 
of tig 138. Here is a diſplay of Syriac literature, to account 


his ex 
lng! 
yal 
be art 


for the omiſſion of a word, that was occaſioned by the 
negligence of a copyiſt. The genuine Greek text is 
Su oeh Nl xenaupey wog: but a tranſcriber, in 
the hurry of copying, omits og, and writes O νοαν,iꝛ 


WW, bu Al NN νν,? WVpL, and a tranſcript, in which this miſtake 
vito dad been made, falls into 'the hands of the Syriac tran- 
1 orc ator, who faithfully renders what he finds in his copy. 
xa; A fimilar accident happens to the writer of the Claro- 


cannot nontanus, who onuts montem' in the Latin tranſlation, 


n. M bot not 04 in the Greek. Now as miſtakes of this kind 
here b happen daily and hourly, it requires a lively imagination 


io diſcoyer a myſterious analogy between the Syriac and 
ite Latin. Our author's mode of reſtoring the ſuppoſed 
denume Syriac text is ingenious, but not ſolid : for there 
8 10 reaſon to conclude that the preſent reading is ſpu- 


der thi 
our al 
both tl 


comma Ih becauſe it is incomprehenſible. A tranſlator muſt 
3. wide by his original; and if a paſſage, as it ſtands in 
7 Mc tranſcript, from which he tranſlates, is in itſelf unin- 
Je Clale 


N Grech 
r has 
n the 9 

I 


X - tranſlation. The tranſlator of this Introduction, 
Lor. II. e though 


ſcribers, three different ways, 1. eig avrov evriaoyiay, the 


ieligidle, the ſame obſcurity will be unavoidably retained - 
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though the German 1s as familiar to him as his native WW mar] 


 1inguage, has been obliged more than once to trandate 


a ſentence word for word, of which he has been wholly — 
unable to comprehend the meaning. Lati 


139. Is it poſſible that our author could be ignorant 
of Dr. Semler's admirable eſſay on this manuſcript, men- 
tioned in Note 135. an eſſay publiſhed almoſt twenty 
years before the laſt edition of this Introduction ? 


PAGE 248. | 
140. Among other arguments, which Wetſtein uſez 
to prove that the Codex Claromontanus was not written 
as a continuation of the Codex Bezæ, he ſays that the 
pages in the former are much ſhorter than thoſe in the 
latter. He has not mentioned the number of lines in 
each page of the Claromontanus, but I have been in- 
formed by a friend, who has examined this manuſcript, 
that they amount only to twenty-one ; but in the Codex 
Bezæ they amount to thirty-three. The ſame perſon 
likewiſe related that in the Claromontanus the words 
Inovs and Xęigos are abbreviated JC, and XC: but in the 
Codex Bezz they are abbreviated IHC and XPC. Not 
are the letters preciſely the fame in the two manulſcryts, 
eſpecially in the Latin, as appears from a compariſon df 
the Codex Bezæ, with the ſpecimens of the Codex Cl 
romontanus, given by Montfaucon and Blanchini, n 
the Palæographia Græca, p. 217. and the Evangeliarium 
uadruplex, P. I. p. 532. pl. iv. 


autor 
neith 
15 Wri 
exclu 
manu 
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It 15 * 
a COU1 


141 
oillit 
by the 
They | 
bt St. 


ith reſpect to the antiquity of the Codex Claromon- Wine wo 
tanus, it is ſuppoſed by Montfaucon to have been wit-lWStor 
ten in the ſeventh century. He has deſcribed it in h ccura 
Palzographia Græca, p. 217. and in the plate frontig s ci 
this page he has given a fac ſimile of its — | —_ 
Though written in uncial letters, it has accents * Patam 
marks of aſpiration, of which Montfaucon ſays ſecundi icon, 
manu, ut videtur, nec diu, ut creditur, poſt deſcripwun reſent 
codicem adjecti ſunt.” The marks of aſpiration are ni Mo 
of the modern ſemicircular form, but are written = . 104 
+ for the ſpiritus aſper, and : for the ſpiritus lenis, = | 142, 


tive 
late 
olly 


ant 
nen- 
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marks may likewiſe be ſeen in R. Stephens's edition of 


1550, on the capital letters. 
Written in the Weſt of Europe, = 3 ee 
Latin tranſlation, but becauſe the epiſtle to the Leb 5 
ene” at the end; and in the catalogue of the bots 
of the N. T. which is placed after the epiſtle to Phil : 
7 no mention 15 made of the epiſtle to the Heb = 
: Is _ as Simon obſerves, (Hiſt. crit. du Tens 5 
. XXX. p. 362.) a la fin de ces livres comme — 
ae et comme une piece, qui n'eſt point de la me 
er que les autres. To this may be added e 
wen mon nor Wetſtein have noted, that this e 1{tl 
ww __ _ later hand, and was therefore * 
ee 1 1e canon by the original writer of the 
ge P . This I mention on the authority of the 
a 15 1 os whom I quoted before. Now as the e ile 
* 3 — during a conſiderable time rejected 
apa 1 Rome, but not by the Greek church 
i in that the Cod. Claromontanus was written 1 
ry, that was under the dominion of the — 


CODICES COISLINIANI. 


988 g 1 
ah The Comp Coiſliniani take their name from 
* 3 p > etz, to whom they were bequeathed 
nt ep 
Toma | nt in the Benedictine library 
3 3 — and are deſcribed in the ewe 
Do * — Coiſliniana, olim Seguieriana fa 
CO = ræcorum, que in ea continentiar 
33 by e operum ſingulorum notitia dat 
ans ti indicatur, vetuſtiorum ſpecimina 5 
* OW _ multa annotantur quæ ad — 0 
3 338 Studio et opera B. de Mont. 
mſn + 5, fol. But this excellent work is t 
: een Ces. They are likewiſe enumer od 
ED Bibliotheca bibliothecarum T I. 

i. 5 Om, II. 


OE * 18 - 4 - 8 * 
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the ſeventh century, Tom. II. p. 451. and Montfaucon 


ſays of it, Codex 1. membranaceus inter præſtantiſſimos 
Europe numerandus, ſexto, vel cum tardiſſime ſeptimo 
ſæculo exaratus. He has deſcribed it at length in his 
Bibliotheca Coifliniana, p. 1—32. and p. 3. he has given 
a fac ſimile of its characters. See alſo the Evang. Quad- 
ruplex, P. I. p. 532. It is written in uncial letters, and 
with accents and marks of aſpiration; but Montfaucon 
adds, p. 1. non ita diligenter, adeo ut certis in locis pe- 
nitus omittantur, et aliquando folia pene integra iis deſti- 
tuta deprehendas. | | | 
143. Our author here follows Wetſtein, who ſuppoſes 
that the Codex Coiſlianus 23 was written in the twelfth 
century; but Montfaucon refers it to the eleventh cen- 
tury. See his deſcription of this manuſcript in the Bib- 
liotheca Coiſliniana, p. 66. The three preceding manu- 
ſcripts, viz. the Codd. Coiſliniani 20, 21, 22, are deſcribed 
in the ſame work, p. 63—66. from which it appears that 
all four are accompanied with commentaries. The Codex 
Coiſlin. 20 is deſcribed by Montfaucon as very elegantly 
written ; and he 1efers it, not to the eleventh, but to the 
tenth century. | 


PAGE 249. | 
144. Namely, in the Look of Revelation, in whic 
Storr, on a more accurate examination, diſcovered level 
teen various readings, which had been overlooked 0 
Wetſtein. | 
145. I know not why our author ſuppoſes that Wet 
Rein has not noted all the chaſms of this manuſcryt 
 Wetſtein's account is the only one, which has been gen 
for though Montfaucon mentions the manuſcript the 
Bibl. Collin. p. 2 50. he is totally filent with reſpect td 
the chaſms. | 


| PAGE 250. . 

146. That this manuſcript was ſent by Michael Palz0 
logus to Louis IX. appears from the Dedication. 
x er XS TW Oech Wigog æciAeug, xð. T. A. See Wet 
ſtein's Prolegomena, P. 49. But theſe premiſes 1 
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ford no deciſive argument, that the manuſcript was alſo 


ucon d NO . 
imo witen in the thirteenth century, though Montfaucon 
mo conjectures that it was. 


* 14). Wetſtein, in his deſcription of the Codices Coi- 
viven liniani, has conſtantly adhered to the numbers which 
ud i "is affixed to them in the Coiſlin library, and by which 


they are noted by Montfaucon in his Bibliotheca Coiſli- 
mana, as I have found, on comparing this work with 
Wetſtein's Prolegomena. Nor has Wetſtein been guilty 
of a miſtake, in affixing the ſame number to two dif- 
frent manuſcripts ; for both the Codex H and Codex 22 


| and 
wuicon 
15 pe- 


deſti- 


poſes in the ſecond part of Wetſtein's N. T. are marked by 
well e lame number CCIL in the Bibliotheca Coiſliniana. 
\ Cen- But the latter is diſtinguiſned from the former by the 
e Bib MY zddition of the figure 2 under the ſecond C, in the fol- 


man- buing manner CC II. See Montfaucon's deſcription of 


cribedi it, p. 263. of the Bibliotheca Coiſliniana. In the ſecond 
urs ta part therefore of Wetſtein's Greek Teſtament, 
gue Codex H = Codex Coiflinianus CCIF. 


Codex 22 = Codex Coiſlinianus CCl. 


148. If the writer of this manuſcript altered the com- 
mon reading erenoav into emidnoav by deſign, and intended 
tas an ingenious conjecture, as our author ſuppoſes, he 
has diſplayed his ingenuity at the expence of his know- 
ledge, for there is no ſuch word as gegen the Greek 
guage. It is the miſtake of an ignorant, or careleſs 
tranſcriber, who miſtook + for ; and it is found in this 
manuſcript alone. | 


to the 


whic 
| ſeven 
ked by 


at Wet 


wſcript KY 5 . 
n 149. A critical deſcription of the readings of this ma- 
i a is given in Semler's Hermeneutiſche Vorberei- 
ſpelt t Ng, Vol. IV. P- 1 7 51 79. | | 


150, No error has taken place, either of the writer, 
or of the printer, in regard to the number affixed to this 
"a in MWetſtein's Prolegomena, as appears from 
. A This manuſcript, or rather fragment, for it 
E only of fourteen leaves, is deſcribed by Mont- 
ys in his Bibl. Coiſliniana, p. 251—2061. and p. 262. 
| given a fac ſimile of its characters. See allo the 

2 2 3 | ang. 
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Evang. Quadruplex, P. I. p. 532. plate 2. It appears from 


Montfaucon's deſcription that it is one of the moſt ancient 
manuſcripts now extant. * Codex CCII. membranaceus, 
conſtans folus 14. complectens partem epiſtolarum Pauli, 
inter antiquiſſimos Europe numerandus, ſæculi nempe 
V. vel VI. cujus et originem et fortunas ex notis non 
dubiis enarrare aggredimur. Scriptus eſſe videtur in Pa- 
læſtina vel Syria eo circiter, quo diximus, evo,” &c, This 
manuſcript has been re-collated by Grieſbach. 

151. It appears likewiſe from a note written in the 
margin, oppoſite to Acts vu. 29. that it belonged to a 
church in Conſtantinople. See Wetſtein, Vol. II. p. 12. 


CODICES COLBERTINI. 


152. The Codices Colbertini, which were collected by 
the celebrated Colbert, miniſter of the marine to Lous 
XIV. are at preſent in the royal library in Paris, for 
which they; were purchaſed by Cardinal Fleury. They 
are deſcribed in general in the Bibliotheca Colbertina 
Pariſiis 1728, P. II. 8vo. and in Montfaucon Bibli- 
thecarum, Tom. II. p. 922—1014. But ſeveral of Col 
bert's manuſcripts, and eſpecially thoſe of the Greek 
Teſtament, appear to have been ſeparated from the | 
of the Colbert library, and placed among the MSS. which 
were before in the royal library. For of all the Co 
dices Colbertini enumerated by our author, not one l 
be found in Montfaucon's Catalogue of the Colbert l. 
brary; and in the places to which the fifteen numbe" 
reſpectively belong there are chaſms in the notation, ex 
cept Ne. 1241. which is an evident erratum, becaul 
this number is a MS. of Jamblichus. The Colbert MS: 
of the Greek Teſtament therefore muſt be ſought amol 
the Codices Regii, in the ſecond volume of the _ 
logus Codd. MISS. Bibl. Regiz. A fac ſimile * ; 
characters of one of the moſt ancient of theſe M. 
is given in the firſt plate annexed to P. I. P. 402 x 
Blanchini' Evangeliarium quadruplex. Sec alſo Mon 
faucon Palzographia Græca, p. 229. where a fac 5 


% 


NOTES TO CHAP. VIII. SECT. VI. 727 


s given of the Codex Colbertinus 700. which is written 


2 in very large uncial letters, with accents, and marks of 
cient OY | ; 

deu apiration, and referred by Montfaucon to the eighth 
1], YN century. This is Wetſtein's Evangeliſtarium 1. and is 
-mpe mentioned by our author, Ne. 93. Several other Co- 


dices Colbertini are deſcribed by Montfaucon in the 
pa. fame work; but, if we except that, which is juſt men 
Tu toned, and the Cod. Colbertinus 5149. which will be 
deſcribed in the ſequel under the title Codex Cyprius, 


1 the others deſcribed by Montfaucon are not MSS. of 
oa the Greek Teſtament. 
), 12, 


4 PAGE 251, | 
153. But he has ſpecified many of them in lus Hiſt. 
Crt, du Texte du N. T. ch. 33. 
ed by 154. Not by Mill, but by La Roque. who collated 
Pu this manuſcript in the library of Colbert. See Mill's 


s, tor Prolegomena, 8 1474. 


PAGE 252, | | 
155. Wetſtein ſays only, Ita Millius de ſuo Codice 
Colb. 2. que tamen ex lectionibus ab ipſo notatis equi- 
dem hactenus deprehendere non potui. But Semler has 
examined the readings of this MS. with great accuracy 
in his Hermeneutiſche Vorbereitung, Vol. III. p. 214— 
219. He has ſhewa that it contains valuable readings, 
that they very frequently coincide with Wetſtein's Co- 
dex 91. and not ſeldom with the Cod. Cant. and Codex 
Reuchlini. | | 
156. The words of Mill in his Prolegomena, $ 1476. 
ae the following, Quarta collationes exhibet partium codi- 
as cujuſdam evangeliorum ab invicem, neſcio quo pacto, 
diſcerptarum. Prior pars, Codicis ſcil. n. 4444. varia- 
nones e ſedecim prioribus capp. Matthæi excerptas con- 
unet : poſterior (quæ eſt codicis iſtius bibliothecæ, n. 
bod z.) lectiones e reliquo Matthæi evangelio, &c. Now 
the word quarta at the beginning of the — ſignifies 
the fourth part of that collection of Various Readings 
rom the Colbert MSS, which had been communicated 
t Z © 4 to 
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to him by Allix (Proleg. $ 1473), the firſt part of which 
contained extracts from the Colb. 604.3. the ſecond from 
the Colb. 4705. and the third from the Colb. 6066. 
(Proleg. § 1473, 1474, 1475.) But it appears that the 
fourth part of this collection of readings was ſubdivided 
into two portions, the one containing extracts from the 
Colb. 4444. the manuſcript in queſtion, the other from 
the Codex 608 3. No doubt therefore can be made that 
the Colb. 4444. was a MS. of the Goſpels, not merely 
a collection of readings, which would have hardly been 
ranked among the Colbert MSS. of the Greek Teſta- 
ment. | 
157. It may be obſerved in regard to the notation of 
the Codd. Colbertini, in Mill's Greek Teſtament, that 
as the words prima, ſecunda, &c. in his Prolegoment 
§ 1473—1477. refer to the ſeveral parts of the above- 
mentioned collection, the fourth part of which contains 
extracts from 7wo MSS. the Colb. 4444 and 6083, !t 
follows that both of them are included in the notation 
Colb. 4. among the various readings. Nor is the not. 
tion improper, for though the two manuſcripts are bound 
ſeparately, the one is only a continuation of the other, 
for Mill calls them Partes codicis cujuſdam evangeliorum, 
ab invicem, neſcio quo pacto, diſcerptæ. 3 
158. This miſtake was occaſioned by Wetſtein having 
aſſigned two numbers to the two parts of the ſame manu. 
ſeript, which Mill quotes under the title Colb. 4. 


PAGE 253. 

t 59. See Note 156, 157. : 

160. The three parts of this manuſcript are quoted 
in Mills Greek Teſtament by three different numbers 
for the ſame reaſon, as the two above-mentioned abe 
quoted under one number. Mill received from Ali 
two ſeparate collections of readings of the Colbert my 
- ſcripts, the firſt of which has been mentioned Note 15 , 
this firit collection conſiſted of fix parts (Proleg. ) * 
—1477) the laſt of which contained extracts from 
Colb. 2844: in the Acts of 'the Apoſtles (Prol. $ . w 


when 
Colb. 
lectio 
two p 
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aich whence this part of Colb. 2844. acquired the name of 
rom Colb. 6. Sometime afterwards he received a ſecond col- 
506. bection of readings (Proleg. $ 1490) which conſiſted of 
the WM two parts, the former containing extracts from the Colb. 
idea WM 284.4. in the epiſtles {Prol. & 1490) the ſecond in the 
the Goſpels (Prol. $1492). To prevent miſtakes therefore 
from in regard to the notations of Mill and Wetſtein, the fol- 
tha I lowing ſtatement is neceſſary. £ 


erely Mil's Cod. Colb. 6.=Wetſtein's Cod. 1 3. in 3d. part. 

been - — Colb. 7.= — Cod. 17. in 2d. part, 

efta- — — Colb. 8.= — Cod. 33. inift. part. 
161. Alſo by the old Syriac, the Coptic, Ethiopic, 

on of and Philoxenian in the margin. | 

that | 1 | 

mend COD. CORSENDONCENSIS. 

m 0 0 x 368, 

we 162, Fuit olim Collegu Corſendoncenfis in Quempinia. 


5 Wetſtenii Prol. p. 45. 


ation 
nota- 
zound 
other, 
orum, 


163. Here our author appears to have miſunderſtood 
Wetſtein. The common text of the paſſage in queſtion 
15 dea N NU XA 8 . D NATIOAfphED, x. T. X. Wetſtein 
quotes 33 MSS. for the omiſſion of Jace: nuas, but of 
his Cod. 3. in particular he ſays, habet (ſcil.. d gagα 
was) addita nota e& ToAkois Twu arriyeuPuy 0UTWS £VENTOL. 
But our author has written this note between dF 
wg and * 8 N g nN, AS if it had been inſerted 
dy the writer of the Codex Corſendoncenſis in the text 
iclelf, which is improbable, and by no means warranted 
100d by Wetſtein's quotation. | 
en e The MS. when collated by Walker was in the 

er - Dominican convent in Bruſſels. Wetſtein's 
1 Alli 165. Treſchow ſays, Codex in Auctario decimus quin- 


1aving 
manu- 


ine "as It is therefore numbered 15 in the Auctarium or 
$1473 ng toy to the catalogue of manuſcripts which is kept 
om the the imperial library. Complete extracts are given 


grin; om this manuſeripr in Alter's Greek Teſtament, Vol. I. 
P. 704=7 50; and Vol! II. p. 559—630. 
CODICES 
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CODICES COTTONIANI. 


166. A fac ſimile of the characters of this MS. is 
given in Blanchini Evangeliarium Quadruplex, P. I. in 
the ſecond plate annexed to p. 492. It is remarkable 
that this manuſcript is written on paper, though with 
uncial letters. Both Le Long and Weſtein call it chara 
Egyptiaca, purpurei coloris. See Le Long Bib. ſacra, 
Tom. I. p. 180. and Wetſtein's Prolegomena, p. 40. 
The Cotton MSS. which are now preſerved in the Britiſh 
Muſeum, are deſcribed in Smith's Bibliotheca Cottoni- 
ana, printed at Oxford in 1696, fol. 


CODICES COVELLIANI. 


PAGE 256. 

Theſe manuſcripts, which were brought from the Eaſt 
by Dr. Covell, came afterwards into the hands of Harley, 
Earl of Oxford, and with the reſt of the Harleian Ms. 
into the Britiſh Muſeum. They are deſcribed 1n the 
Catalogue of the Harleian manuſcripts, London 1759, 
2 vols. folio. | 55 

167. At preſent in the Britiſh Muſeum, and noted 
Harleianus 5776, as is related by Grieſbach 

168. It is noted in the Britiſh Muſeum Harleianus 
5537. It has been again examined by Grieſbach. 
169. From the Coiſlin. 25. and 202. 3 
170. It is noted at preſent 5620. among the Harleian 
M9. Grieſbach, who has examined it, relates that it 
generally agrees with the Genevenſis 1. 


CODEX CROMWELLI. 


This MS.. which was examined by Grieſbach, our 
author has neglected to mention. It contains, beſide 


other matters which relate not to the preſent ſubjec 
 leflons from the four Goſpels. It belonged formerly © 
Oliver Cromwell, and came with the reſt of his many 
ſcripts into the Bodleian, where it is marked among 
Cromwell's manuſcripts 117. See the Catal, MS ton 
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bach's liſt of Evangeliſtaria it is numbered 3o, but he 
has not yet deſcribed it, becauſe the deſcription of the 
Evangeliſtaria is deferred to the ſecond volume of the 
dymbolæ, which is not yet publiſhed. 


CODEX CYPRIUS. 


Montfaucon has deſcribed this manuſcript in his Pa- 
[zographia Græca, p. 231. and has given a fac ſimile of 
its characters, p. 232. He refers it to the eighth cen- 
tury. It is written in uncial letters, with certain marks 
over them, which Montfaucon calls notule quædam 
et lineolæ, ad inflexiones vocum in officio eccleſiaſtico 
inter legendum obſervari ſolitæ. It is at preſent in the 
royal library in Paris, where it is marked 63. 


COD EX DO UZ. 


Where this manuſcript is preſerved at preſent is un- 
known. All that Wetſtein ſays of it is, that it was 


brought from Conſtantinople by Douza, and ſeen by 


Gomarus at Leyden, - who examined it for the ſtory of 
the adultereſs in the eighth chapter of St. John. It is 
reaſonable however. to uppoſe, that it is in the Univer- 
ity Library at Leyden, and perhaps is the very ſame 
manuſcript as that which is noted 74 among the Greek 
and Latin MSS. and deſcribed p. 33) of the folio cata- 
logue printed in 1716, in the following manner: Qua- 
cuor evangelia, que incipiunt ab hiſtoria quinque milli- 
um ſatiatorum per quinque panes et duos piſces, Grece 


 Latine, etfi Græca videantur magis nova, et non ſerie 
continua, | | 


CODEX DUBLINENSIS. 


PAGE 257. | 

171. Another manuſcript preſerved in the library of 
nnity College in Dublin, written in uncial letters, and 
A great antiquity, containing the Goſpel of St. Matthew, 
5 deſcribed in the Tranſactions of the Royal Iriſh Aca- 
emy for 1787, p. 121—138.. At the end of the laſt 
Page 18 a fac ſimile of its characters. But as it has never 

en collated, it belongs not to the preſent catalogue. 
| CODEX 
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CODEX EPHREM. grad 

a PAGE 258. 5 

172. This MS. is deſcribed in the Catalogus MStorum = | 
Bibl. Reg. Tom. II. p. 2—7. A fac ſimile of its charac- r 
ters is given by Montfaucon in his Palæographia Græca, * 
p. 214. He deſcribes it p. 213. Grieſbach, in his Sym- * 


bole criticæ, p. viii. relates that it has the rh and or 
a OPαν,jẽ,j]’ Euſebius a prima manu. But it is written 
without accents. | 


| PAGE 259. de y 

173. Inſtead of the common reading «5 * «; the Wi nal 
Codex Ephrem has not veces as our author ſays, bus WW foun 
£15 ix, as appears from both Wetſtein and Grieſbach, leaſt 


| | P. I. 

PAGE 200, | at / 

174. See Note 4. to ch. vi. ſect. 10. lerer 
175. The Codex Ephrem has many marginal notes WI p. 2 
written in uncial letters without accents. See Mont. iron 


faucon Palæographia Græca, p. 213, 214. This proves WF befo 
what has been ſometimes doubted, that marginal notes WF the 
were made in the moſt ancient manuſcripts, and that this BW Proj 
practice prevailed in the early ages of chriſtianity. But | 
theſe marginal ſchoha ſeem to have been confined to ſuch 

MSS. as were in the hands of private perſons, while thoſe, E 
which have been uſed for church ſervice, fuch as the latec 
Codex Bezæ, are without them. It is likewiſe remark- Prol 
able that in this manuſcript thè diſputed, or rather fpu- 1 
rious verſe John v. 4. is written not in the text, but 
as a marginal ſcholion. See the Specimen given by Mont. 
faucon, p. 214. Now as this verſe is totally omitted in 
the Codex Bezæ, and the Codex Vaticanus, which ae 
the two moſt ancient MISS. now extant; 15 likewiſe omtt- 
ted in the text of the Codex Ephrem, (which is ſomewhat 
inferior in age to the Codex Bezæ) but written the 
margin as a ſcholion; is written in more modern man- 
ſcripts in the text itſelf, but marked with an aſterik, 0 
an obelus, as ſuſpicious; and in manuſcripts ſtill war 


modern is written without any mark; we ſee the 2 


* 
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gradations by which it has acquired its place in our preſent 
text, and have proof poſitive that the verſe was originally 
nothing more than a marginal ſcholion, and of courſe 
ſpurious. Other paſſages likewiſe in the Greek Teſta- 
ment owe their preſent exiſtence in the printed editions 
to the ſame cauſe. | 

Wetſtein ſuppoſed that the Codex Ephrem was one 
of the MSS. which were collated at Alexandria in 616, 
with the New Syriac verſion, but this opinion has been 
confuted by Dr. Ridley in the 1 5th ſection of his Diff. 
de verſ. Syriacis. Adler likewiſe on collating the margi- 
nal readings of the Philoxemian verſion ſeems to have 
found none that were peculiar to the Codex Ephrem. At 
leaſt he has mentioned none in his Verſiones Syriacæ, 
p. 131. But though the Codex Ephrem was not collated 
at Alexandria in 616. 1t 1s certainly as ancient as the 
keventh century. See Montfaucon Palzographia Græca, 
p. 212, 213. Wetſtein goes ſtill further, and argues 
from a marginal note to Heb. vii. 7. that it was written 
before the inſtitution of the feaſt of the Purification of 
the Virgin Mary, that is, before the year 542. See his 
Prolegomena, p. 28. 


CODICES ESCURIALENSES. 


Here may be inſerted the Codices Eſcurialenſes, col- 
lated by Profeſſor Moldenhawer and deſcribed in Birch's 
Prolegomena, p. 61—84. I 

1. Eſcurialenſis 1, an Evangeliſtarium, ſuppoſed by 
Moldenhawer to have been written in the tenth century. 
2. Eſcurialenſis 2, contains all the books of the N. T. 
<xXcept the Revelation, and in the following order, the 
Goſpels, Acts, catholic Epiſtles, and laſtly thoſe of St. 
Paul. It is of the octavo ſize, very neatly written on 
vellum, in ſmall characters, and referred by Molden- 
hawer to the end of the 11th or the beginning of the 


12th century. 


185 Eſcurialenſis 3, an Evangeliſtarium, written for 
the uſe of a church in Conſtantinople, and referred by 
oldenhawer to the beginning of the roth century. 


4. Eſcuri- 
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4. Eſcurialenſis 4, an Evangeliſtarium, likewiſe brought 
from Conſtantinople. Thet: two laſt mentioned MSS, 
Moldenhawer deicribes as of little value. 

. Eſcurialenſis 5, a manuſcript of the four Goſpels, 
written probably in the 13th century. 
6. Eſcurialenſis 6, an Evangeliſtarium, ſuppoſed to 
be written toward the cloſe of the 11th century. 

7. Eſcurialenſis 7, written in the 14th century, and 
containing the Goſpels, the Acts, and the 14 epiſtles of 
St. Paul. 

8. Eſcurialenſis 8, a manuſcript of the four Goſpels, 
written in the year 1140, as appears from its ſubſcription, 

9. Eſcurialenſis 9, a manuſcript of the four Goſpels, 
and according to its ſubſcription written by one Luke 3 
monk in 1014. | 

10. Eſcurialenſis 10, contains the four Goſpels, and 
written as Moldenhawer ſuppoſes in the 12th century. 

11. Eſcurialenſis 11, a manuſcript of the Goſpels, but 
ſuppoſed to be not more ancient than the 1 3th century. 

12. Eſcurialenſis 12, contains the four Goſpels, and 
is referred by Moldenhawer to the 1 1th century. 

For further information ſee the above- quoted Prole- 
gomena. The readings of theſe MSS. are quoted in 
Birch's edition of the Greek Teſtament: thoſe which 
Moldenhawer diſcovered on a ſecond collation and which 
came too late to be printed under the text, are given in 
the Prolegomena, in the deſcription of each manuſcipt. 
He has likewiſe collated eight Eſcurial manuſcripts of 
the Acts and the Epiſtles, but the deſcription of thele 
not yet publiſhed. Montfaucon, in his Bibliotheca bi- 
bliothecarum, Tom. I. p. 616—625. has given a cats 
logue of the Codices Eſcurialenſes, but what is very ex. 
traordinary the manuſcripts of the Greek Teſtament ar 
not particularly ſpecified, He ſays in general terms, 
p. 624. Quatuor Evanghorum codices bene multi, Grzce: 
Acta Apoſtolorum, et Epiſtolæ Pauli, necnon alii biblict 
libri in permultis Græcis codicibus extant. But thi 
neglect is to be aſcribed, not to Montfaucon, but to the 
perſon who made the catalogue. bie 


9 
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8 CODICES FLORENTINI. 
Es PAGE 261. 
ls, 176. Profeſſor Birch, in his Prolegomena, p. 50—53. 
has deſcribed ſeventeen manuſcripts of the Goſpels pre- 
(0 ſerved at Florence in the Bibliotheca Laurentiana. He 
has not regularly collated them, but only inſpected them 
and in particular paſſages. Fourteen of them are preſerved in 


s of the book caſe which is marked VI, and are numbered 
11. 14, 15, 16. 18. 23. 25. 27, 28, 29, 30. 32, 33, 34. 
Two of them are numbered 12. 14. in the book-caſe 
marked VIII; and the ſeventeenth which was brought 
ex bibliotheca Adilium Florentine eccleſiæ' is marked 
256, It appears from the ſhort account, which Birch 
has given - them, that they are all written on vellum, 


and and moſt of them in the 11th or 12th century. He has 
* allo mentioned two Lectionaria preſerved at preſent in 
but the ſame library, which he has quoted John vu. 53. 
tury. under the title Lect. Flor. 1, 2. 
and In the Benedictine monaſtery dedicated to the Virgin 
Mary he found two manuſcripts of the Goſpels, the for- 
"role- mer of which he quotes Mark xvi. 9. John vii. 53. the 
ed in latter Matth. xxvil. 16, 17. John vii. 53. But he has 
_ taken no notice of a very ancient Codex reſcriptus, pre- 
hic 


lerved in the fame library, which Montfaucon in his Pa- 
l=opraphia Græca, p. 180. deſcribes as follows. Codex 
cnpt. bibliothecæ B. M. Benedictinorum Florentiæ, ubi, de- 
pts 0! Wh ledtis eraſiſque prioribus, Sophoclis carmina ſuperſcripta 
hele 1s ſunt. Prius autem erat Novum Teſtamentum charac- 
tere quadro et rotundo ſins accentibus. It appears there- 
cata fore that ſome parts of the Greek Teſtament are till 
y ex- uifible. In the Dominican Convent dedicated to St. Mark 
ent ale he found two MSS. of the whole N. T. and one of the 
Goſpels, which he has quoted only at the end of the ſe- 
Lenth and the beginning of the eighth chapter of St. John. 
The ſecond MS. containing the whole N. T. he deſcribes 
i the following manner. Codex 707 chartaceus, ſæculi 
„ ntegrum N. T. complectitur, fingulari Græca dia- 
eto, cujus ut perſpici poſfit indoles primum Evangelii 
| Johannis 
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Johannis verſum adſcribam qui ita legitur, an ahn 1 10 
7 AoVos, xt. 0 AoVos 1 Tov ro Tov Jeov, X Jeoc n Tov 0 A0 0. 
It may be obſerved, however, that this ſingularis greca 
dialectus is nothing more than the dialect of the modern 
Greeks, as may be ſeen on examining the modern Greek 
Teſtament printed in London in 1703. But the words 
which Profeſſor Birch has quoted are falſely printed, for 
1 roy ſhould be written rov, the imperfect of the auxiliary 
in modern Greek being not av, as, n, but zu, 1ow, urn. 


This manuſcript therefore 1s of no value. So 
Catalogues of the manuſcripts preſerved in the Medi. 18 
cean and other libraries in Florence are given by Mont- rung 


faucon in his Bibl. bibliothecarum, Tom. I. p. 23-18 
430. 


: excita 

COQaDEX T. GALE. 9.14. 

RE p56 2 . 
A catalogue of Dr. Gale's manuſcripts is printed in 19, 


the Catalog: librorum MStorum Angliz et Hiberniz n Mc Re 
unum collecti, Tom. II. P. I. p. 185. But where ths Wind t. 
manuſcript in particular is at preſent, I have not been I Matth 
able to learn. Goſpel 


CODEX GEHLIANUS. 


177. Copious extracts have been given from this nu 
nuſcript by Profeſſor Matthäi in his Appendix to bs 
edition of St. Mark's Goſpel, p. 277—318. 


187, 


CODICES GENEVENSES. 3 

. 

178. Theſe two manuſcripts are preſerved in 2 Ws 

1 | a | e. git 

brary belonging to the city of Geneva. They are 5 2 


ſcribed in the Catalogue raiſonnẽ des manuſcrits conſer⸗ 
ves dans la bibliotheque de la ville de Geneve, par Jeal 
Sennebier, Geneve, 1779, 8vo. p. 27—34. 


188. 

Phich is 
d mar 
atalogu 
numer 
Vox. 


'CODICES GUELPHERBYTANI. 


| PAGE 262. | 4 
179. Here our author muſt have forgotten jr 
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10 WM hach's Greek Teſtament, in which this manuſcript is 
s. quoted by the title Codex P. 

ca 180. This MS. is quoted by Grieſbach by the title 
ern Wi Codex Q. A critical examination of the readings of 
eck theſe two MISS. is given by Semler in his Hermeneutiſche 


ds Bi vorbereitung, Vol. IV. p. 287 —298. 


for 
ary PAGE 263. ; : 
urn. 181. The German title of this work is Knittels neue 


Kritiken über 1 John v. 7. ; 
ledi- 182. Knittels Beytrage zur Kritik über die Offenbah- 
ont- Wi rung Johannis. 85 „ 
183. Grieſbach ſays of this MS. Rarius nominatim 
excitamus, quoniam fere ſemper concinit cum codicibus 
9. 14. et allis. 
184. This reading is sf. ng for ayyeac. 


ed in 1853. This MS. is quoted by Grieſbach in the book 
ie n Hof Revelation by the title Codex 30. From the Acts 
: this and the Epiſtles copious extracts are given by Profeſſor 
been Matthäi in the Appendix to his edition of St. Mark's 


Goſpel, p. 322—363. He calls it Codex x. 


„„ : 
186, Here our author reviews the publication of Knit- 
tel mentioned Note 181. 


CODEX GONVILLI ET CAII. 


187. It is probable that Mill made ſome additions to 
he extracts of the London Polyglot, for he fays of this 
anuſcript, Prol. & 1419. videre et ſedulo perluſtrare 
ontigit. This MS. has the Ammonian ſections, without 
be references to the canons of Euſebius. 


CODEX GOOGILI. 


188. It is probable that this MS. is the ſame as that 
uch is now preſerved in the Univ. Libr. at Cambridge, 
d marked Kk. 5. 35. ſee Note 326. Dr. Fell, in his 
dlalogue of MISS. at the end of the preface to his Gr. Teſt: 
Panerates among others an Evangelium D. Goodii, from 

Vor. II. A a a which 
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which he quotes readings by the letter g. But Fell pro. 
bably meant no other than the Codex Googy, for he 
ſays in his preface, exhibemus inſuper que Biblia Poly- 
glotta Anglicana addidere. As Walton therefore has no 
Codex Goodii, nor Fell a Codex Googy, it is certain 
that they both meant the ſame manuſcript; and this 1s 
confirmed by a compariſon of Fell's quotations with thoſe 
of Walton, which I have found to agree, though Fel 
has not produced all the extracts given by Walton. 

189. Wetſtein muſt therefore ſuppoſe that his Codd, 
62, 63. 93: are one and the ſame manuſcript under 
different names: or that it was firſt in the poſſeſſion df 
Gravius, then of Googe, and afterwards purchaſed bj 
Uſher. But this conjecture is not probable, as will ap 
pear from Note 326. |; 


CODICES HAVNIENSES. 


190. This manuſcript and the two following arc des 
ſcribed in Birch's Prolegomena, p. 89—92. and extract 
are given from them among the various readings to hi 
Greek Teſtament. In the volume of the Or. Bib. to which 
our author refers, are only extracts from Henſler's Notitl 
This work was publiſhed at Copenhagen in 1784, 610, 


| pp PAGE 266. POE 
191. Namely in the epiſtles. See Griefbach's on 
Teſtament, Vol. II. p. 4. What the abbreviation ** 
ſignifies is wholly unknown. All that Grieſbach ſe 
it in the place juſt mentioned is, Codex neſcio * 
jus excerpta, adzecta nota Hal., extant in Cay =Y 
plaris editionis Millan, quod aſſervatur in biblioche 
Bodleiana. ; = 3 oy” - relates 
192. Grieſbach, in his Symbolæ criticæ, p. 4 
chat they were made partly by Mill and partly by aſcriph 
193: If the abbreviation Hal. denotes a man 655 
it muſt have likewiſe contained the Goſpels, e. 
bach ſays in bis Symbole, p. 246. Cure. 0! A0 
tiones quæ ad priora Matthæi capita et ad epi 1 atrial 
tolorum ſpectant, faltim potiores, deſcriptas | K "ecu 


en 
* BY I NT 


lays, 
cauſe 
it is e 
bach 
lkew 
lated, 
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1 mecum apportarem. He has publiſhed his extracts from 
Poly. WY St. Matthew, at the end of his Symbolz. 

2 CODICES HARLEIANI. 

erta | 3 

bi 8 194. Theſe MISS. are preſerved in the Britiſh Muſeum; 
tho and are deſcribed in the Catalogue of the Harleian 
| Fel Collection of manuſcripts purchaſed by authority of Par- 
b lament for the uſe of the publick, and preſerved in the 
Cod. Britin Muſeum London 1759. 2 Vols. folio. The firſt 
under perſon who collated any of theſe manuſcripts, was Grieſ- 
bd bach, who has enumerated ten of them in the different. 
ed catalogues of MSS. prefixed to the ſeveral parts of his 
ill ap- Greek Teſtament. Of theſe our author mentions on 


ive, which are all MSS. of the Goſpels, namely thoſe 
marked 1810, 5540, 5559, 5567, 5731, Which Grieſ- 
bach has deſcribed in his Symbolæ criticæ, p. clxxxii- 
ch. After having given an account of theſe MSS. our 


are de. author adds, that there are fix other Harleian manuſcripts, 
tracts On taining the epiſtles, and marked 5552, 5588, 5613, 
to u 5620, 5778, 5796, one of which (5778) formerly be- 
which longed to Dr. Covel, and has been deſcribed above, 


Notitla 
, 8\0, 


uncer the title Covel. 5: but of the remaining five he 
lays, that they belong not to the preſent catalogue, be- 
caule no extracts have ever been given of them. Now 
ts evident that he has copied els numbers from Grieſ- 
. Greek MZ "2<b: but two of them he has copied wrong, and he is 
\n Hl: viſe miſtaken in ſaying that they have not been col- 
\ ſays ard, for all five are numbered by Grieſbach in his Greek 
is, cu cſtament, who ſays in particular of the Codex 5613, 
- exc Wi nobis cellatum!”. I will therefore give an account of 
iothec * as far as relates to their contents, though I am un- 
we to deſcribe them critically, becauſe they belong to 


-, Telit e ſecond volume of the Symbolæ criticæ, which Grieſ- 
Hearn. = has not yet publiſhed, 

zulcriph res 5552, a manuſcript of all the Epiſtles; 
r Gre it oy Grieſbach 66. in St. Paul's Epiſtles, 63. in the 
anno r Epiſtles. | 

as Apo 6 arleianus 3588, a manuſcript of the Acts and all 


atria 


; Pe Eviſtles; noted by Grieſbach 59. in the Acts and 
mecu 


e Fatholic Epiſtles, and 62. in the Epiſtles of St. Paul. 
Aa a 2 23 Har- 


n 
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Harleianus 5613, a manuſcript of the Acts, the Epil. 
tles, and the Revelation; noted by Grieſbach 60. in the 
Acts and the Catholic Epiſtles, 63. in the Epiſtles of St. In 
Paul, and 29. in the Revelation, in which book it is de- acc 
fective from ch. xxii. 2. to the end. Gra 

HFarleianus 5650, Grieſbach's Evangeliſtarium 23. Nic 
Of this manuſcript Grieſbach ſays, that he only curſorily Pate 


inſpected 1t. ex þ 

Harleianus 5731, contains fragments of a Lectiom. ad c 
rium, and is noted by Grieſbach Lectionarium 4, in 8. Eva 
Paul's Epiſtles. | com 


Grieſbach likewiſe relates, in the Catalogue of maru- ther 
ſcripts prefixed to St. Paul's epiſtles, that the Codes alcer 
Harletanus 5613, beſide the contents, which have been the 
already mentioned of this manuſcript, has alſo a frag: f Hirt 
ment containing a part of the epiſtles to the Corinthians, i 28 
namely, 1 Cor. xv. 25—2 Cor. i. 15. and 2 Cor. x. 1; 
—X11. 5. This fragment is quoted by Grieſbach by the 
figure 64. Our author therefore has neglected to men- Cod 
tion ſix Harleian manuſcripts, which have been either 97. 


wholly, or partially collated. 3 
. eng 
CODEX HIRSAUGIENSIS. man 

2 . | 

195. This MS. derives its name from the writer N. 
colaus, monachus Hirſaugienſis. When collated by bw 19 
gel it was the property of Uffenbach. Wetſtenii Prot Bodl 


gomena, p. 57. This manuſcript appears to be the ſame WW Ang! 
as that which Grieſbach has noted alſo 122. and bs 
termed Gieſſenſis, as being preſerved in the Univerli 
Library at Gieſſen. Bengel deſcribes the MS. in que. 
tion as follows: Hirſaugienſis continet Evangelium le Ti 
cundum Johannem ſcriptumque ſe fatetur per Nicol lian, 
monachum Hirſaugienſem; convenit autem fingularite) gli 
cum Codice Trithenio apud Millium. Apparatus cui, 76 
cus, p. 9. ed. ada. Now Profeſſor Schulze diſcover uſual 
in the Univerſity library at Gieſſen a manuſcript of N : 


John's Goſpel, which formerly belonged to Uffenbach 


which had been collated by Maius, whoſe 223 
Foe | KEW 


— 


* 


2 
el 


NOTES TO CHAP. VIII. SECT. VI. 741 
'pil likewiſe preſerved in that library, and which our author 
the has printed in his Orient. Bibl. Vol. II. p. 243—252. 
bt. In his preface to theſe extracts Maius gives the following 
de. account of the MS. 1tfelf. Evangelium S. Johannis 


Grecum ſiſtit exaratum ſatis eleganter anno MD manu 
Nicolai, monachi Hirſaugienſis, ut in calce voluminis 


*. patet. And at the end of the extracts he adds, Facile 
ex hiſce cuivis judicare licet de præſtantia hujus MSt1, 
"ons. ad cujus laudes hoc imprimis pertinet, quod cum Codice 
in S. EvangelitS. Johannis Jo. Trithemii manu exarato prorſus 
conveniat, et ex illo deſcriptus videatur. The identity 
lau- therefore of the two manuſcripts ſeems to be ſufficiently 
oder aſcertained. I have likewiſe compared the extracts from 
bern che Cod Gieſſenſis with Wetſtein's quotations from the 
fag Hirſaugienſis, his Codex 97. and found that their read- 
hians ings are not contradictory to each other. For inſtance 
x. 1% John i. 29. both omit o Iwawng, v. 44. both add o Incxs. 
yy the i On the other hand Maius has noted variations in the 
men Cod. Gieſſenſis, where Wetſtein has not quoted his Cod. 
either 97. but this is no argument againſt the identity of the 
manuſcripts, ſince Wetſtein has here only copied from 
Bengel, who never gave complete extracts from any 
manuſcript, but noted only what appeared remarkable. 
1 CODICES HUNTINGDONIANI. 
el N. 
y Bens 196. The Codd. Huntingdoniani are at preſent in the 
Prole leian, and are deſcribed in the Catalogi MStorum 
N. Augliæ et Hiberniæ in unum collecti, T. I. p. 279—285. 
4 þ N 
_ CODICES LAUDIANI. 
1 que | ob 38. T3830 
um ke The Codices Laudiani, which are preſerved in the Bod- 
colautt WI kian, are deſcribed in the Catalogi Libr. MStorum An- 
larites i Sir et Hiberniæ in unum collecti, Tom. I. P. I. p. 46 
15 crit Wen The numbers 1, 2, 3, &c. by which they are 
COVE uivally quoted, are not the numbers annexed to them in 
of 3 Bodleian, but were adopted by Mill, for the fake of 
-nbacl, dbrerity. | 6 
us af 


* A a a PAGE 
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PAGE 270. 
197. See Woide's Prolegomena, 8 80. 


198. Proleg. $ 77. where many examples are pro. 
duced in which the Latin has been altered from the 


Greek, not the Greek from the Latin. 


PAGE 272. 


199. We cannot poſitively affirm that the Greck text 
in the Laud. 3. differs in this example from the Latin, 
for the writer of this manuſcript, as well as the author of 

the Vulgate, might have conſidered av not as a potential 


particle, but as an hypothetical conjunction. 


200, It is true that the Syriac verſion expreſſes conoa 
but the Syriac text is not , as our author ſays, who 


ſeems to have quoted from memory, but con als, 


PAGE 273. 


201. Woide likewiſe, immediately over the fac fimil 
repreſenting Jo} Eapdmas, has given a fac fimile repre: 
ſenting the text of the manuſcript itſelf, from which it 
is manifeſt, that the former was written not only by a ver 
different hand, but in a much later age than the manu: 
ſcript itſelf. But it might {till have been written in Sr 
dinia, though Woide § 76. ſuppoſes that it was written 
in the Eaſt, becauſe its orthography has ſeveral propet- 
ties obſervable in the Alexandrinus. But as theſe are 
alſo found in other very ancient manuſcripts, they a 
inſufficient to warrant the inference, when we reflect cn 
the great improbability that a Greek manuſcript written 
in the Eaſt, ſhould be accompanied with a Latin tranſla- 
tion, This Latin tranſlation, contrary to the uſual a+ 
rangement of the Greek-Latin manuſcripts, e 
the firſt column of the page. It appears from the fac. 
fimile which Hearne has given at the end of the preface, 
as well as from the edition itfelf, that only one word 


, a a 4 1 5 0 (; 
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and they are fo written that each Latin word 1 705 


oppoſite to the correſpondent Greek word. I his ci 


{hewy 


,a 


ſhew 
not 1 
occu 
addit 
ritt. 
(poke 
Hear 
which 
quod 
minu 
Code 
eſpec 
thus 
ſhape 
but r 
by th 
differ 
lectio1 
more 
Acts 
thoſe 
of the 
them, 
ſectiol 
the W. 
margy 
which 
of a { 
a leſs « 
with b 
Acts 


202 
Woide 
Which 
Nor W 
Who h: 
tion of 


long p 


N * 
5 1 Mora C1. - 
SET =. Oo EA SES; 
* x & * YA "2 4* A _= 1 * 
bw Ft 37» 3 ET de 


NOTES TO CHAP. VIII. SECT, VI. 743 


neus that it was written for the uſe of a perſon, who was 
not well ſkilled in both languages; and, as the Latin 
occupies the firſt column, this circumſtance affords an 
additional argument in favour of the opinion, that it was 
written in the Weſt of Europe, where Latin only was 
token. With reſpect to the antiquity of this manuſcript, 
Hearne refers it to the eighth century, for in his preface, 
which is dated 1715, he ſays, Ad codicis antiquitatem 
quod attinet, mea fert opinio eum eſſe annorum plus 
minus mille. At all events it is leſs ancient than the ö 
Codex Bezæ, as appears from the form of the letters, 
elpecially the A and the N. The former is not written 
thus N as in the Codex Bezæ, but has a more modern 
ſhape, the left hand ſtroke being in general not pointed, 
but round: and the N is nearly the ſame as that uſed 
by the perſon, who added the word ANAFNQEMA in 
Ufferent parts of the margin of the Codex Bezz. The 
lions likewiſe into which the Laud. 3. is divided, are 
more numerous than thoſe of the Codex Bezæ in the 
Acts of the Apoſtles: but the ſections of the former, like 
thoſe of the latter, are nothing more than a ſubdiviſion 


ro- 
che 


ext 
tin, 
r of 
tial 


021, 
Who 


mile 
pte. 
ch it 


very f : ; 

Bs of the Euthalian ſections, as I have found on comparing 
su- em, for wherever an Euthalian ſection begins, a new 
uten I bection begins in che Laudianus 3. The firſt letter of 


the word, which begins each ſection, projects into the 
margin, and is ſomewhat larger than the other letters, 
which it exceeds in a oreater degree than the firſt letter 
of a ſection exceeds the reſt in the Codex Beze, but in 


Jpet- 
> ale 
V are. 


Aon 

Aten Wi leſs degree than in the Codex Alexandrinus. It agrees 
ana- th both theſe MISS. in not having the ſections of the 
A. Ae of the Apoſtles numbered in the margin. 


upfes 
je fac. 


PAGE 274. 
202, In the very ſection to which our author alludes, 


oface, Woide has actually produced nearly forty examples in 
d, 4 Which the Laud. 3. agrees with the quotations of Bede. 
line; or were our author's objections unknown to Woide, 
Jways Who had not only ſeen, but actually uſed the third edi- 
Jearly tion of his Introduction, for he has quoted from it a ve 


(hens long pallage in the firſt part of his preface. | 


22a 4 203. Pub- 
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203. Publiſhed at Copenhagen in 1785, 8vo. 


CODEX, LEICESTRENSIS. 


PAGE 275. 

204. The Syriac verſion, (by which expreſſion is gene- 
rally underſtood the old Syriac or Peſhito) has not «wn 
rege eg With the Cod. Leiceſtrenſis, but the common 
reading eixoos resis. It is found however in the Philox- 
enian, and alſo in the Armenian. 

205. Here 1s nothing more than an extra& from the 


Catalogue of the Library of Ceſar de Miſſy, publiſhed in 


London in 1776. 
| PAGER 256. 
206. It is not in the Britiſh Muſeum. If it was pur 


chaſed by Dr. Hunter, it muſt be ſought hereafter in te 


Univerſity Library at Glaſgow, where Dr. Hunter's mi 
nuſcripts will be depoſited. | 
207. Wetſtein, who had his accounts from de Miſſy 
himſelf, relates very circumſtantially that the extra 
from the Codex Leiceſtrenſis, were made by Jackſon and 
Tiffin, that theſe extracts were written by Gee in the 
margin of the octavo Oxford edition of rhe Greek Tel 
tament, that this copy was purchaſed by de Miſſy who le 
it to Wetſtein in 1748. See his Prolegomena, p. 53 
But there is a much more complete collection of reading 
from the Codex Leiceſtrenſis than thoſe given by Wet 
ſtein. Jackſon, who lived at Leiceſter, ſpent a gre 
part of his life in making extracts from this manuſcrp, 
which he wrote in red ink in the margin of his copy d 
Mill's Greek Teſtament. This copy is now preſerved 
in Jeſus College Library in Cambridge, where it is mat. 
ed O, ©, 1. On the firſt of the blank leaves which 4. 
prefixed to the title page, Jackſon has written, * In * 
exemplari excuſo N. T. habentur omnes var. left. Cod 
MS. Leiceſtrenſis poſt Millium denuo cum pry 
collati. This copy of Mills Greek Teſtament 2 
Jackſon's marginal readings is a treaſure of ſacred ne 
ciſm, which deſerves to be communicated to the pu 


It contains the reſult of all his labours in that branch 
9 literature 
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literature, it ſupplies many of the defects of Mill, and 
corrects many of his errors: and beſide quotations from 
manuſcripts and ancient verſions, it contains a copious 
collection of readings from many of the fathers, which 


ene have been hitherto very imperfectly collated, or wholly 


un neglected. 

mon e 3 a 55 

I 208. The deſcription given by Wetſtein is circum- 
ſtantial, clear, and probable: it does not appear to be 

| the BY atended with either myſtery or error. Our author there- 
fore muſt mean, that there 1s ſomething myſterious, 


ed in | "af 
aich reſpect to the origin of this manuſcript. 


CODEX MANHEIMENSIS. 
| "AGE 276. 

209. In Eichhorn's Allgemeine Bibliothek, Vol. III. 
p. 646—66 5. is deſcribed a manuſcript of the four Goſ- 
pels, written on vellum, conſiſting of three quarto vo- 
lumes, and preſerved in the Electoral Library at Man- 
heim. The account was communicated by Mr. Rinck, 


pur 
n the! 
5 ma- 


Miſh 


tracts 


n and un 
1 the ho relates that it is written in uncial letters, the form 
Ie. of which is between the more ancient and more modern 


0 lent 


P. 55 3 . . — +» TY" . „ v9. 
dino e in. IX, X, xi, XU. xvi. Luke iii. v, vi. John ii, iii. 
Wet: which he has compared with the readings of the manu- 
great pts collated by Profeſſor Birch, from which compa- 


lon it appears, that, where the Cod. Manheimenſis 


ſcript * 

my differs from the common text, it agrees principally with 
Crd de Codd. Vaticani 349. 3 54. 360. 1067. 1209. (the 
aſk celebrated Cod. Vaticanus) Cod. Urbino-Vaticanus 2. 


Cod. Lambecii 31. Codd. Havn. 1, 2. This excites a . 


ch ate — f 

In hoc rourable opinion of it, as the manuſcripts here men- 
co. loned are ſome of the beſt, which Birch has collated. 

gente CODICES s. MARIZ IN VALLICELLA. 


- wit . 
Here may be likewiſe inſerted the following Codices 


ci ma) 
public. Se. Mariz in Vallicella in Rome, which Profeſſor Birch 
nch ct examined in certain places, and deſcribed in his 


Prolegomena, p. 45. They are MSS. of the Goſpels. 
| 1. Codex 
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1. Codex ſignatus B, 133. membranaceus in forma 


minori, ſæculo ut videtur x11 ſcriptus. 


2. Codex ſignatus C, 61. membranaceus, ſcriptus in 


quarta forma, {zculo x11. 
3. Codex ſignatus C, 73. in octavo, membranaceus, 
ſæculi x1, ut judicat Montfaucon. 

4. Codex ſignatus F, go. membranaceus, ſæculi x11, 
The firſt and laſt of theſe manuſcripts are deſcribed in 
Blanchini Evangeliarium Quadruplex, P. I. p. 529— 
531. who has alſo given a fac ſimile in the plate annexed 
to p. 527. 


COD EX MARSH I. 


210. The number 24. denotes not its place in the 


catalogue of the Bodleian MSS. but is the mark which 


was affixed to it by its former proprietor, Marſh, Arch- 
biſhop of Armagh. It is quoted by Grieſbach as his Cod. 
118. Our author has already deſcribed this MS. Ne. 52. 
and therefore reckoned the ſame MS. twice. Grieſbach 
has aſſigned a place in his catalogue to two other Co. 
dices Marſhi, 22. and 23. likewiſe in the Bodleian, and 
- which our author has omitted. They are both of them 
Evangeliſtaria, and are numbered by Grieſbach 28, and 
29: but he ſays that he only curſorily inſpected them. 


CODEX MAZ AR INI. 


PAGE 279. : 
The firſt perſon, who printed extracts from this mi: 
nuſcript, was Curcellæus, who in the preface to Is 
Greek Teſtament, printed at Amſterdam in 1658, 00 
the following account of it. Addidi poſtea alias (ſc 
varias lectiones) ad Evangelia pertinentes ex MS. Con. 
ſtantinopolitano pluſquam octingentorum annorum, qi 
eſt in bibliotheca Cardinalis Mazarini, nec non e ali 
MS. adhuc vetuſtiore; utraſque ab amico Lutetia ad „ 
miſſas. It is probably the fame as that which 15 o 


marked 82. in the royal library in Paris, and deſcribe 
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iu the Cat. MSS. Bibl. regiæ, Tom. II. p. 16. for this is 
the only MS. of the four Goſpels, in the whole library, 
which formerly belonged to Cardinal Mazarin, (I mean 
MSS. of the Greek text, for there are ſeveral MSS. of 
Greek commentaries which belonged to him) and it is 
probable, that whatever manuſcripts he had were depo- 
ited there after his death. But it is not ſo ancient as 
Curcellæus ſuppoſed, being referred by the editors of 
the Paris Catalogue to the twelfth century. I know not 


15 In 


XII. 


d in 


2 — 

2 why Wetſtein has given this MS. a place in his cata; 
logue, and numbered it 103. for I never met with an 
nftance of this number among his various readings. 
Our author ſays, that Wetſtein has borrowed extracts of 
ths manuſcript from the edition of Curcellæus; but this 

| the s wholly impoſſible, for though Curcelleus has given 

ich Wi extracts from the Codex Mazarint in the margin of his 

\rch- Greek Teſtament, yet, as he has quoted his various read- 

Cod. Wings, without ever {ſpecifying the particular manuſcripts, 

*, 52. tom which they were taken, it was wholly impoſſible 

ſhack or Wetſtein to diſtinguiſh thoſe of the Codex Mazarini 

r . from the readings of other manuſcripts. 

, al | 

oo CODICES MEADI. 


hem. 211. The manuſcript deſcribed Ne. 3. is Wetſtein's 
| Codex 58. in the third part, and contains the Acts and 
the Epiftles, whereas the Cod. Meadi 1. which our au- 

mor mentions in this number, is a manuſcript of the 

Colpels only. He ſays alſo, in the following article, that 

; m: de Cod. Meadi 3. has likewiſe been deſcribed Noe. 3.; 
o his e muſt not however conclude that the ſame MS. has 
gives been quoted under three different names, though Wetſtein 
(cl alligned, in his catalogue of MSS. in the third part, Vol. 
Con- " p. 452. 454. two different numbers, 22. and 58. to 
n, qui _g MS. of the Acts and the Epiſtles which belonged to 
x alo r. Mead, and was afterwards purchaſed by Dr. Aſkew, 
ad me 3 becauſe he did not know that they were one and 
5 nos dle fame MS. Our author's twofold reference to Ne. 3. 
cribel x ccaſioned by the circumftance, that the two MSS. 
; ; : 7 here 


2 8 
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here deſcribed by the names of Cod. Meadi 1. and Cod. 
Meadi 3. the one containing the Goſpels, the other the 
Acts and the Epiſtles, were ſuppoſed by Dr. Aſcew, 
who was in poſſeſſion of both, to be parts of one and 
the ſame whole, both of which therefore our author 
mentions Ne. 3. though that article relates properly to 


the latter alone. The Codices Meadi 1. and 3. which 
were purchaſed by Dr. Aſkew, are now in the Britiſh 
Muſeum. See Note 40. The Codex Meadi 2. which 
is an Evangeliſtarium, was likewiſe purchaſed by Dr. 
Aſkew, from whoſe hands it came into thoſe of Made- 
moiſelle d' Eon, who offered it a ſhort time ago for ſale, 
but not being able to get the price ſhe expected, which 
was fifty guineas, ſhe has packed it up, with an intent 
to ſend 1t to France. 


CODICES MEDICÆI. 


| PAGE 280. 3 

212. The copy of Stephens's edition of 1 550, in which 
Pithceus wrote his extracts, was purchaſed by Bernard, 
who communicated the readings to Mill, from whom 
they were copied by Wetſtein. See Mill's Prolegomena, 
$ 1462. and Wetſtein's Prolegomena, p. 50. Wetſtein 
adds, Medicæus autem, referente Amelottio, qui ed 
uſus eſt, jam in Trecenſi collegio aſſervatur. 


„ PAGE 281. 

213. A liſt of Medicæan manuſcripts of the Golpels 
ſo called becauſe they are preſerved in the Bibliotheca 
Medicæo-Laurentiana in Florence, is given by Profeſſor 
Birch, in his Prolegomena, p. 51—53- and which have 
been mentioned above, Note 176. under the Codices 
Florentini. | 


{ 


CODICES MISSYANI. 


214. De Miſſy collated this manuſcript of the Golpeb 


a ſecond time, and the collation was purchaſed mw p 
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College Library in Cambridge, where it is marked O, 
8,11. To this collation de Miſſy has prefixed a Latin 
preface, which begins in the following manner: Primam 
hanc Novi Teſtamenti partem cum manuſcripto meo 
quatuor Evangeliorum codice membranaceo, et ſeptin- 
gentis circiter abhinc annis (prout conjicere licet) exa- 
rato, olim a me collatam diligentius denuo contuli, &c. 
The preface is dated Marybone, near London, Nov. 
174). The manuſcript itſelf 1s preſerved in the Britiſh 
Muſeum, where it is marked 4949. among the addi- 
tional manuſcripts. At the end of the manuſcript 1s 
written, E libris Cæſaris de Mifly Berolinenſis, Londini, 
AD. 1745. There is alſo another manuſcript of the 
four Goſpels, which formerly belonged to de Mifly, now 


in the Britiſh Muſeum, and numbered m—_— con- 


ſting of two volumes of the 12mo. ſize. In the firſt 
rolume, at the bottom of the firſt page, is written, Cæ- 


ch bis de Mifly Berolinenſis, A. D. 1748. No extracts 
rd, Wi fave been given of this manuſcript in any edition of the 
on Wl Greek Teſtament, unleſs it has been collated and quoted 
na, by ſome different name, before it came into the hands 
ein of de Miffy. The two manuſcripts of Ceſar de Miſſy, 


eo which our author deſcribes No. 177, 178. and which he 
lays were purchaſed by Dr. Hunter, will be depoſited 
wich the reſt of Dr. Hunter's manuſcripts in Glaſgow 
Library. | 

els, | Pack aft. 

eca 215. The literary life of Ceſar de Miſſy is deſcribed 

ſor p. 601—604. of Nichols's anecdotes of Bowyer, Lond. 

ave de, 4to. The account is chiefly taken from the Ga- 

e derte literaire de Berlin, 19th. and 26th. Feb. 1778. 


CODEX MOLSHEIMENSIS. 


deb pA 284. | 
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reading of the Vulgate is quod.“ His filence therefore 
on this occaſion leaves it wholly undetermined, whether 
the Cod. Molſneimenſis has os or Sees. 


CODEN MONTFORTIANUS. 


217. That this manuſcript 1s written on paper, not 
on vellum, as fome have ſuppoſed, 1s confirmed by the 
account communicated to Profeſſor Bruns by the pre- 
ſent Biſhop of Waterford, and printed in the third 
volume of the Repertorium. It appears likewiſe from 
this account, that the manuſcript is of the duodecimo 
ſize. 11 2111 | 
218. Our author here reviews Travis's Letters to 


Gibbon, and combats the arguments which are there 


alleged in favour of 1 John v. 7. eſpecially thoſe which 
are grounded on the authority of the the two modern 
manuſcripts, the Montfortianus and Ravianus. 


N PAGE 285. 1 

219. As this manuſcript is one of the two pillar, 
which ſupport the celebrated verſe in the firſt epiltle cl 
St. John, it would be of fome importance in ſacred ci 
ticiſm, if we could trace it to its ſource. We know the 
names of five of its proprietors, who probably wrote ther 
names at the beginning of the manuſcript, which en- 
abled Uſher, the laſt proprietor, . before it came to Ir 
nity College, Dublin, to mention them in the London 
Polyglot. Montfort, who poſſeſſed it before Uſher, and 
from whom the MS. takes its name, becauſe it belonged 
to him, when it was collated for the London Polyg/o 
was a Doctor of Divinity at Cambridge in the 2 
of the laſt century. Of William Charc, who poſſeſſe 
it before Dr. Montfort, I have not been able to oy 
any intelligence. In a manuſcript collation of the C0 
Montfortiamus, which is now preſerved in E,manue 
Library in Cambridge, and 1s perhaps that which 4 
made for the a Polyglot, the name is wie 


— as TV 5 
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liferent hand, and Clark. is written in the margin, 
which, in the catalogue of manuſcripts prefixed to the 
Var. lect. N. T. in the fixth volume of the London 
Polyglot, is converted into Clerk. But Mill, who pro- 
bably faw this manuſcript collation, has written Charc. 
He likewiſe ſpeaks of” him, as a perſon well known, for 
he fays, in his Prol. $ 1376. Codicis cum in corpore, 


n tum præſertim in ſpatio marginali plurima notavit eru- 
"* WY fitus quiſpiam: Gul. Charcus ut opinor, erat enim is 
1 in Græcis inſigniter verſatus, &c. Thomas Clement, 
js who poſſeſſed it before Charc, is perhaps the perſon, of 

whom Arias Montanus ſpeaks in his. preface to the firſt 
h volume of che Antwerp Polyglot, dated 1569, © Eſt 
„cam nobis a Clemente Anglo, Philoſophiz et Medicinæ 
be Doctore, &c. Froy therefore, the Franciſcan friar, muſt 
1| have poſſeſſed it either about, or before the middle of 
15 the fixteenth century: a few years previous to which, 


that is, between 1519 and 1522, it was known to Eraſ- 
mus, by the name of Codex Britannicus. We can 
acend no higher in the hiſtory of this manuſcript, as 
= I have no further data: but it is probable that we have 
e of nearly reached the time of its origin, ſince there is reaſon 
i. os believe that it was written only a few years before the 
1 ul mentioned period. See the latter part of Note 
. 
95 220. But the very ſtrongeſt proof is,, that the text of 
Tris the chud edition of Eraſmus, printed in 1522, differs 
mY this interpolated paſſage from all other editions, ex- 
an WI?" thoſe which were immediately copied from it, and 
* the ſame time agrees word for word with the Codex 
g. \ontfortianus, As the edition of Complutum, the 
a0 rd edition of Eraſmus, and the third edition of R. 
efſed tephens, are the three cardinal editions, from which 
2 wh others have been formed, and are themſelves diffi- 
oder k to be procured, I will tranſcribe from all three the 


null r words, and compare them with thoſe of the 
1 ex Montfortianus. 


| Editio 
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Editio Complutenſis, anni 1 514. 
Ev TW veau, 0 warne, Xa 0 NOYES XG TO WVEUIRE WY), 124 
04 m— £15 To ku £80k. Ki Tees £40 0b jh%PTUPBITES ET) Th; 
Jus. | ; | 
Codex Montfortianus. 


er TW paw, Warn, N, Ka WVEUMAG WY L0V, x ure Of 
1 4 5 | 
TeEi5 Ev £106, Ki Tee sic 08 fat pTUREUTES EV TY n. 


Editio Eraſmi tertia, anni 1522, 


eu rw ug, Temp, N, nes WyEuαα. a Viv, X21 8706 0 
4 0 
Tptts £ £406. Rat Tetris £10 ol peogTURUTES EV TH V4. 


Editio Stephani tertia, anni I 550. 
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It is evident therefore, that the Codex e 
Eraſmi, and the Codex Montfortianus, are one 4 t 
ſame manuſcript. Eraſmus has = an exact oe 
which Stephens (or rather Eraſmus himſelf, in * 3 
laſt editions) has modelled into better Greek by t * 
ſertion of the article, in imitation of the N. Nr. 
editors. If further proof were required, that 5 1 
Montfortianus and the Codex Britannicus = 1 - 
one and the ſame manuſcript, it might be adde Ar 
Eraſmus, in his Apologia ad Jacobum ep 
was firſt printed at Paris in 1 52 2, and ons 1 . 
in the laſt volume of the Baſel edition o 1 0 
works, p. 238—296. has given a tranſcript _ 15 
the ſeventh, but of the eighth, and a part o e 
verſe, from the Codex Brxannicus, and the _ Lo 
ſage, though it differs from the ce . 
agrees word for word with the text of the Co : 2 
fortianus, except in the omiſſion of the yo N. 
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his third edition of the Greek Teſtament, p 


e : d before 
the ſame year AS his Apology to Stunica, an Eraſmw 


Eraſm 
caule ] 
in the 
from. t 
of the 
the fac 
pertor 


graphi 
ſtreſs 
origin 
not, 2 
221 
ſultabl 
to wh 
ſerve, 

editio 
Germ 
feſſor 

a cler 
princi 
may | 
de 

plicab 
ciples 


22 
publit 
in the 
by a 
wiſe 


year: 


in hi 
deſer; 


Wiſe | 
from 


N41 
TIE 


1 0 


08 0 


x24 


2 


cus 
the 
ript, 

two 
e in- 
alan 
odex 
1 are 
that 
ich 
5405 
nuss 
ily of 
ninth 
pal 
text, 
ſont- 


a yi 
learly 
ng Il 
5 in 
before 
-almus 


1 


NOTES TO CHAP. vIII. SECT. VI. 763 


Eraſmus had ſeen the Complutenſian edition, and be- 
cauſe he expreſſſy declares that 1 John v. 7. as it ſtands 


in the third edition of his Greek Teſtament, was taken 


from the Codex Britannicus. Compare the laſt volume 
of the Baſe] edition of Eraſmus's works, p. 295. with 
the fac fimile of 1 John v. 6, 7, 8, 9. in Eichhorn's Re- 
pertorium, Vol. III. p. 260. Whether the two typo- 
graphical errors above-mentioned, on which ſo much 
ſtreſs has lately been laid, are likewiſe obſervable in the 
original edition of the Apologia ad Stunicam, I know 
not, as L have never been able to procure it. 

221, It 1s neither the buſineſs of the tranſlator, nor 
ſuitable to the preſent deſign, to enter into the diſputes, 
to which our author here alludes. It is ſufficient to ob- 
ſerve, that the controverſy relative to the Complutum 
edition, which ſorne years ago divided the literati in 
Germany, was conducted principally by Semler, Pro- 
feſſor of Divinity in Halle; on the one fide, and Goeze, 
a clergyman in Hamburg, on the other. A liſt of the 
principal publications, which appeared on this occaſion, 
may be ſeen in the 17th. Note to chap. xii. ſe&. 1. The 
hint, in regard to moderation and impartiality, is inap- 
plicable to Semler, whoſe moderate and tolerant prin- 
aples are univerſally known. | 


| PAGE 286. | 
222, It appears from the fac ſimile of this paſſage, 
Publiſhed in the Repertorium, Vol. III. p. 260. that 
n the words Tees and eos, the dipthong « is denoted 
1 1770 reſembling a 4, which abbreviation is like- 
Wie uſed in the Codex Regius 2930. written in the 
Yar 1124, of which Montfaucon has given a ſpecimen 
.die Palzographia Græca, p. 308.'and which he has 
eſeribed P. 303. But as this ſame abbreviation is like- 
"4 tound in the moſt modern manuſcripts, as appears 
rom the ſpecimen given in Montfaucon's Palæographia, 
. 333. it affords no proof of antiquity. With reſpect 
o the dots over the Iota and the Ypfilon, from which 
iu argument has been drawn in favour of its antiquity, 
ecaule Montfaucon, in his Palæographia, p. 33. had 
Vor. II B b b ” faid 
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754 
ſaid theſe dots were in uſe a thouſand years ago, it may 
be obſerved, that they are uſed likewiſe in the moſt mo- 
dern manuſcripts, (Palæographia, p. 324, 333.) and are 
therefore no proof of antiquity. On the contrary, theſe 
very dots may be uſed as an argument, to prove that 


the Cod. Montfortianus is very modern. For though 
Montfaucon refers to two manuſcripts in uncial letters 
in which theſe dots are ſometimes added over « and v 
and they are found in the Alexandrinus, and Cantabri- 
gienſis, yet of all the ſpecimens which he has given 
p. 270—300. of manuſcripts written in ſmall letters 
from the firſt introduction of thele letters, not one be- 
fore the twelfth century has thoſe dots. See p. zo1. 
of the Palzographia, where a manuſcript written in 
the twelfth century has them ſometimes on the , but 
never on the v. | 
teenth century, of which he has given ſpecimens, p. 329, 
333. have theſe dots on both letters; but not in al 
caſes: Now as theſe letters are dotted always in the 
Codex Montfortianus, but not always in the manuſcript 
of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, and {till le 
often in thoſe of the twelfth century, we may infer that 
the Codex Montfortianus is at leaſt as modern as the 
fifteenth century. | 15 
223. It ſeems then that he adhered more ftrifily to 
the Latin, and conſequently wrote worſe Greek, than 
the perſon who tranſlated the paſſage, as it ſtands in tie 
Complutum edition. | 
224. It muſt here be obſerved, that our author bs 
quoted from the Cod. Mont. the ſeventh and eighth 


verſes complete, but as he has neglected to mention it, | 
a doubt might ariſe, whether the clauſe u os get #5 


£y £404, As at the end of the eighth verſe, were not there 
as well as the ſimilar clauſe at the end of the nt 
But that it is really omitted, appears from the fac _ 
mentioned in the preceding note, becauſe it repre = 
alſo a part of the ninth verſe, and immediately after vo 
X&% 1, follow £4 F"1V' AQEeTVELRAY, x. T. A. 4 
To the arguments which have been uſed by our p 
thor, to ſhew that the writer of the Cod. Montfortian 
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tranſlated this paſſage from the Latin, though they are 
ſufficiently convincing, may be added, that he has altered 
nz, in the fixth verſe, (as appears from the ſac ſimile 
in the Repertorium, and likewiſe from a collation which I 
have procured from Dublin) to xeicos, becauſe Chriſtus 
ö the reading of the Vulgate, though it is found in no 
Greek MS. It is an alteration which could not have 
taken place in a Greek manuſcript, but by deſign: for 
though Chriſtus might be written for Spiritus by miſ- 
take, ſince theſe two words were abbreviated in the old 
Latin manuſcripts XPs, and $PS, (Pref. to Cafley's Ca- 
ulogue, p. 22, 23.) yet the Greek abbreviations of 
Nice and meupe are too different to admit of an acci- 
dental exchange. The article likewiſe is omitted before 


ahn, fo that, inſtead of the common reading ro wvevuu 


cen e,, the Cod. Mont. has Xelos sun ,, 
which is manifeſtly a bald tranſlation of the Vulgate, 
© Chriſtus eſt veritas.* Another remarkable circumſtance 
relative to this MIS. is, that in the diviſion of the text 
Into chapters, the Latin arrangement 1s obſerved, though 
at the fame time the xeÞPaazu of Euſebius are noted. 
xe the Cat. of MISS. prefixed to the Var. Lect. N. T. 
in theefixth volume of the London Polyglot. Now the 
Latin arrangement, which was introduced by Hugo de 
d. Caro in the twelfth century, and which 1s that of our 
printed Bibles, though obſerved in the modern manu- 
leripts of the Vulgate, was in general not admitted into 
the Greek manuſcripts, which adhered to the x:Paazim 
of Euſebius. Its admiſſion therefore into the Codex 
Montfortii, not only ſhews what influence the Vulgate 


| 1125 had on this manuſcript, but proves at the ſame time, 
ndependently of other arguments, that the Cod. Mont- 


rut is very modern. For no Greek MS. is known, in 
Which the text is divided into our preſent chapters, that 
was written before the fifteenth century; when the Greeks, 
Who fled from their own country into the Weſt of Europe, - 
ame tranſcribers for members of the Latin church, 
and of courſe adopted the Latin diviſions. ] have myſelf 
en three of this kind, in the Univerſity Library of Cam- 
dridge, marked Hh,.6, 12. Kk, 5, 35. and LI, 2, 13. 


B b b 2 10 


756 NOTES TO CHAP. VII f. SECT. vi. 


The two firſt are badly written, on modern paper, and in 
the moſt modern hand: and the laſt has a ſubſcription 
which imports that 1t was written at Paris, by Jerom of 
Sparta, who died at the beginning of the 16th. century, 

225. The omiſſion of the clauſe x o TpElg £15 70 en 
sigi at the end of the eighth verſe, is a proof, not only 
that the writer of the Codex Montfortianus copied from 
the Vulgate, becauſe no ancient Greek manuſcript omits 
the clauſe in that place, but that he copied even from 
modern tranſcripts of the Vulgate, becauſe this final 
clauſe is found in all the manuſcripts of the Vulgate 
written before the. thirteenth century. It is alſo want- 
ing in the Latin text of the Complutum edition, and 
for that reaſon this clauſe is there likewiſe omitted in the 
Greek. Yet there is no reaſon to ſuppoſe that the Cod. 


Montfortianus, like the Cod. Ravianus, is a copy of the 


Complutum edition, for the Comp. has 16 wevpe in the 
fixth verſe, the Montf. xe5-e; in the ſeventh verſe the 
Comp. has evi zus ync, the Montf. & Ty yy, the Compl. 
o Werne, &c. the Montf. warne, &c. without the article; 
the Comp. has « eig, the Montf. ourol oi resis. 


CODICES MORT. 


PAGE 287. 

Moſt of the manuſcripts belonging to Biſhop Moore 
(not More, as our author writes it) are deſcribed in the 
Catalog. Lib. MSS. Angliz, et Hiberniæ. Tom. Il 
P. I. p. 361—378. * : 
220. It is now marked in the Univerſity Library Dd 

9, 69. It has the Ammonian ſections without refe- 
rences to the canons of Euſebius. g 

227. It is now marked in the Univerſity Library Dd, 
8, 49. It was probably brought from the Eaft, for i 
diately above the firſt leſſon is an Arabic word gap 
which was meant perhaps to expreſs Evangeliarium. 


' CODICES MOSQUENSES. 
HR PAGE 288. he 
228. They were publiſhed in 1788, a few mon 


after our author's Introduction to the'N. T. . A 
: 1 22 1 
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229. As this work is now complete, the two laſt vo- 
lumes having been publiſhed in 1788, and the learned 
editor has given no general deſcription, either of the MSS. 
which he had uſed, of the particular Moſcow libraries 
in which they are preſerved, or of the numbers or 
marks by which they are there noted, which in fact 
s to produce unknown evidence, I am unable to 
ſupply, what our author was obliged to omit. But 
as the edition of Matthäi is of real importance, I will 


e lubjoin the following table, taken from the Preface to 
: the Epiſtles to the Corinthians, in which I have added 
db each manuſcript, fuch ſhort accounts as I have been 
e dle to ſelect from ſcattered parts of the work, the table 
. WW itfelf being a mere claſſification, without any deſcription 
ic whatſoever. It muſt be obſerved, that the figures here 
r prefixed to them, ſerve only to number them in the 
Ie preſent catalogue, but have no reference to the work it- 
|. WW ff, where the manuſcripts are conſtantly quoted by 
Þ thoſe letters, which here follow the word Codex. | 


CLASS L 
MSF. of the whole N. T. 
Ie 1. Codex k, very. neatly and accurately written on 
pe ellum, in the eleventh century. See Pref. to the Cath. 
Il. Epiſt. P- 24. | 


2. Codex l, very accurately written in ſmall letters, 
d, u the twelfth century. Ib. p. 25, 


fe- 

C Ass II. | 
% Eichologia, or Lefionaria, of the whole N. T. except the 
Ne- Revelation 155 


% 3 4. Codices g, X, U, vw. The laſt is deſcribed in 
; the Pref. to the Acts, p. 14. | 


CLass III. 
iths MSS. of the four Goſpels. 
7. Codex v written in uncaal letters. 
* | Bbb3 8—13. Codices 
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8—13. Codices o, p, q, r, x, 2, Written in ſmall 


letters. 


14—18. Codices a, d, 10, i, n, accompanied yith 


> 


ſcholia, or commentaries. 


- Cuass IV. 
_ Evangeliaria. 
1920. Codd. h, b, written in uncial letters, 
21—23. f, c, t, in ſmall letters. 


8 Cr Ass V. 
MSS. of one, or more, but not of all the Goſpels. 
24. Cod. e, containing St. Matthew and St. Mark, 
with a commentary. | | 
' 25. Cod. g, containing St. Luke and St. John, and 


a fragment of St. Mark, with a commentary. 1 
26. Cod. 11% MS. of St. Luke and St. John, with 


-a commentary. 


27. Cod. m, a MS. of St. Matthew and St. Luke, 
with the Scholia of Theophylact. 

28. Codex s, a MS. of St. John, with a catena. 

29. Codex 15, a fragment of St. John, with ſcholla. 


N. B. J here omit the ſixth, ſeventh, and eighth claſſes 
becauſe they contain only commentaries; they Cannot 
therefore be conſidered as a ſupplement to our authors 
catalogue, which relates only to manuſcripts of the text 
of the Greek Teſtament; though they are properly place! 
in that of Matthäi, as being one of the many ſources 
from which he has derived his various readings. 
| CLass IX. | 

MSS. containing the Acts, and the Epiſtles. 

30. Codex a, conſiſts of three parts. 1. Leſſons from 
the Acts. 2. The text of all the Epiſtles. 3. Leflons 
from the Acts and the Epiſtles for every day in the whol 
year, When this manuſcript is quoted among the m. 
rious readings, its three parts are diſtinguiſhed U 0 
l ES * n 1 3 2 A , z 
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*, a, It is very neatly written on vellum, either in 
the tenth or eleventh century. Pref. to the Cath. Epiſt. 

28. | 
31. Codex c, written on paper, in the fifteenth cen- 
tury, but not accurately. Pref. to the Catholic Epiſtles, 
p. 26. | | 
; 32. Codex d, written on vellum in the eleventh cen- 
tury. Pref. to the Cath. Epiſt. p. 25. | 
33. Codex f, written on cotton paper in the thir- 
teenth century. It has many remarkable readings, but 
in the Epiſtles of St. Paul, which were written by a dif- 
ferent copyiſt, they are of leſs value. Ib. 

34. Codex m, written on vellum, in the eleventh cen- 
tury. It is written with great accuracy, and has ſome 
few corrections, but from the ſame hand. Ib. p. 24. 


mal 


vith 


— 


= | | CLass X. 
ith Lectionaria of the Acts and Epiſtles. 


35. Codex b, a MS. written on vellum, in the tenth 
ke, century. It has leffons from the Acts, and all the Epiſ- 
tles. Ib. p. 24. - 
| 36. Codex e, written on vellum, in the twelfth cen- 
a, fury. It has leſſons only from the Acts. Ib. p. 25. 
8 Codd. a*, and a?, have been enumerated Claſs 1x. 


rs CLAss XI. ; 
xt MSS. of all the Epiſtles. ; 
3). Codex g, written on vellum, in the ninth century, 
5, With a catena and ſcholia. The text is written in uncial 


letters, but the commentaries in ſmall letters. Ib. p. 233 
24. a - 


CLass XII. | | i 
MSS. of all the Epiſtles of St. Paul. 1 b 


m = 
l . 8 1 
ns peo Codex n. It contains alſo the ſcholia of the WY 
le udo-CEcumenius, Bs EE 1 
v b b 4 CLAs$ 1 


ah) 
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5 Cx Ass XIII. 
MSS. of one, or more, but not all the Epiſtles of St. Paul. 
_ 39, Codex q. a MS. of the Epiſtle to the Romans, 
with the ſcholia of the Pſeudo-Theophylact. 
o. Codex i, a MS. of the two Epiſtles to the Co- 
alta with the ſcholia of the Pſeudo-Theophylad. 
N. B. I here omit the fourteenth Claſs, for the fame 


* 


reaſon as before. 
CLASS XV. 
MSS. of the Revelation. 
41. Codex o. It is accompanied with a commentary 


of Andreas Cæſareenſis, and has ſome various readings } 


noted in the margin. Pref. to the Revelation, p. 3. 
42, 43. Codices p, r. 


1 CrAss XVI. 
MSS. of leſſons from the catholic- epiſtles. 


44. Codex tz, a manuſcript written on vellum, in 


1116. Pref, to the Cath. Ep. p. 27. 


A liſt of the Moſcow manuſcripts, in general is given 
in the two following publications, by the ſame autho!. 
Notitia Codd. MStorum. Moſquenſium, Moſque 1776, 
fol. and Index Codd. MStorum Græcorum bibliothe- 
carum Moſquenſium, Petropoli 1780. It appears allo 
from his Preface to St. Mark, p. 35. that he intends b 
publiſh a critical deſcrigtion of all his manuſcripts of the 
Greek Teſtament. 9 AE rey 

Laſtly, it may be obſerved, that beſide the chf. 
cation already given, which is grounded on the conten 
only of the manuſcripts, the learned editor, in his - 
face to St. Matthew's Goſpel, has arranged them under 
three heads, in reference to their critical gon 
1. Codices textus perpetui ſine ſcholns. 2. Codic 


lectionar jorum. 


lection⸗ 
mentar: 
mates, 


2.30. 
charaQ 
quatuo 
gomen 
Münte 
Teſtan 
talogue 


| cios V 


( 
The 


tion o. 
any ec 
Altdor 
tion 0 


Murr 
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17862 
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ectionariorum. 3. Codices textus perpetui cum com- 
mentarus et ſcholiis. The value of a reading he eſti- 
mates, cæteris paribus, according to this gradation. 


CODEX NANIANUS. 


PAGE 289. 
230. In bibliotheca equitis Nanu codex aſſervatur 


charactere unciali exaratus ſæculo x. vel xi. complectens 


quatuor evangelia cum Euſebii canonibus. Birch Prole- 
gomena, p. 56. This manuſcript was collated by Dr. 
Münter, and its extracts are inſerted in Birch's Greek 
Teſtament. It is likewiſe defgribed in the following ca- 
tlogue : Græci codices manuſcripti apud Nanios Patri- 


cios Venetos aſſervati, Bononiæ, 1784, 4to. 


CODEX NORIMBERGENS1S. 


The work to which our author refers, for a deſcrip- 
tion of this manuſcript, which has not been quoted in 
any edition of the Greek Teſtament, is entitled, Das 
Altdorfiche literäriſche Muſeum : but a Latin deſcrip- 
tion of it may be ſeen in the following work, C. F. de 
Murr Memorabilia bibliothecarum publicarum Norim- 
bergenſium, et Univerſitatis Altorfine. Norimbergæ, 
1786—1788, 2 tom. 8vo. . 


CODICES COLLEGH NO VI 


PAGE 290. | en: 

231. The miſtakes are not wholly to be aſcribed to 
ll. In his original edition, printed at Oxford in 
1707, the following account is given of theſe manu- 
(cripts in the Index to the Prolegomena. N. 1. Evan- 
ela in Collegio Novo, p. 149. 155. Aus et Epiſtolæ, 
bid. N. 2. Actus et Epiſtole in Collegio Novo, p. 


[250 155. It is therefore evident that Mill's Codex 


{cr I. or Nov. 1. includes the firſt- mentioned manu- 
"pt of the Acts and the Epiſtles, as well as that of the 
| | Goſpels, 
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Goſpels. But in Kiiſter's edition of Mill's Greek Te 
tament, owing to ſome typographical error, the words 
Actus et Epiſtolæ, belonging to N. 1. are omitted, 


which edition being uſed by our author, he aſcribes tle 
inaccuracy to Mill himſelf. But it is extraordinary that 
he has not diſcovered the error, from the very words 
which he has quoted, for as Mill, among his vario 
readings, quotes only N. 1. and N. 2. and the N.1, 
is quoted in the Acts and Epiſtles, as well as in the 
Goſpels, he might have reaſonably ſuppoſed, notwith: 
ſtanding the omiſſion in Küſter, that it included two of 
thoſe deſcribed in this paragraph of our author's Intro- 
duction. * 


232. Our author deſcribes this manuſcript as con. 


taining the Acts and the Epiſtles of St. Paul alone, but 


it contains likewiſe the catholic epiſtles, as appears from 
Mill's Prolegomena, § 1423. and Wetſtein's Prolego- 
mena to the third part, Vol. II. p 453. Mall has eren 
quoted it in the catholic epiſtles, where we find both 
N. . ind N. 2,Ü e 


| PAGE 291. : 

233. By ſome extraordinary accident, the marks N. 
and N. 2. have been inverted in the Epiſtles, for N.2. 
is quoted in the Epiſtles of St. Paul, whereas N. 2.10 
the Polyglot, denotes a manuſcript containing only the 
Acts and the catholic epiſtles. But the following ſtate- 
ment of theſe three manuſcripts, in New College in Ox- 
ford, will ſet the matter in a clear light, and ſhew at 
one view the marks, by which they are noted in Wet- 


ſtein, Mill, and the London Polyglot. 


| . tſtein P. I. No.. 
Ms. of the Goſpels| og C er, 1. in Pol. 


Ms. of the Acts J Cod. 43. in Wetſtein P. ln, 
and all the Epiſtles. 2. in Mill. —Nov. 1. In £0 


MS. of the Acts J Cod. 36. in Wetſt. P. II. No. 
and the cath. epiſt. 


1. in Mill.—Nov. 2. In Pol. 
g CODES 
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CODEX PARRHASII. 


234. The moſt copious extracts from this manuſcript 
are thoſe which have been lately given by Alter in the 
firſt volume of his Greek Teſtament, p. 4779—527. The 
name which he aſcribes to it is that which 1t bears at 


reſent in the Vienna catalogue; but though he calls it 


not Cod. Parrhaſii, it is evidently the ſame, as appears 
from his Note, p. 477. in which he refers to Treſchow's 
Tentamen, p. 22. where the Cod. Parrhaſii is deſcribed. 
A fac ſimile of its characters is given in the third plate 
annexed to Treſchow's Tentamen. Montfaucon, in his 
Diarium Italicum, p. 308. refers it to the eleventh cen- 


turyg, He has quoted one reading from it, Matth. 1. 1 1. 


Turing de eyernoe Tov Iwaxeip, I αα ds Eyewnoe Tov TE o- 
na, &c. and it is probably on account of this reading 
that Wetſtein aſſigned to this MS. a place in his cata- 
gue, though he has neglected to quote it in the place 
in queſtion. Montfaucon in the ſame page mentions 


another manuſcript of the Goſpels, preſerved in the ſame 


library of S. Johannes de Carbonaria 1n Naples, written 
wih-uncial letters in the ſeventh or eighth century. This 
s the MS. which Le Long means in his Bibl. ſacra, 
Tom, I. p. 176. where he refers to the Diarium Itali- 
cum, p. 308. | 


CO DEX PASSIONET, 


235. This manuſcript, which took its name from Gar- 
anal Paſſionei, its proprietor, is deſcribed in Blanchini 


EEvangeliarium Quadruplex, P. I. p. 564, 56 5. and in the 
plate annexed to p. 559. is given a fac ſimile of its cha- 


Ntters. It is written in uncial letters, but with accents, 
and marks of aſpiration. Montfaucon likewiſe in his 


Palæographia Græca, p. 514. has given a fac ſimile of 


Is characters. 


CONEX PERRONIANUS. 
236. This manuſcript is ſo called from its former pro- 


Frietor Cardinal Perronio. See Mill's Prolegomena, $ 


1506. 


12 
SE 
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1506. Montfaucon, in bis Diarium Italicum, p. 30d, 
fays of it, Codex decimi ſzculi egregiæ note, qui cun 
olim Cardinalis Perronii fuiſſet, jam in bibliotheca 8. 
Taurini Ebroicenſis conſpicitur. 


CODICES PETAVIANI. 


PAGE 292. 

237. The manuſcripts, which formerly belonged t 
Petavius, or, according to his French name, Peteay 
were purchaſed, if not all, at leaſt the greateſt part of 
them, by Queen Chriſtina of Sweden. Our author r. 
lates that the firſt. of the three Codices Petaviani, of 
which extracts have been given by Mill and Weiſtei, 
was. preſented to Voſſius, and that it is now in the Un: 
verſity library at Leyden, and marked 77. He ſhould 
bave added that it is marked 77 among the Gretk 
quarto- MSS. which: belonged: to Voſſius. See p. 399. 
of the Catalogus bibliothecæ Lugduno-Batave, 1716, 
folio. Of the Petavianus 3. Wetſtein relates that, aft 
the death of Queen Chrſtina, it came into the Vatica 
with the reſt of her manuſcripts. Of theſe a catalog 
is given in Montfaucon Bibl. bibliothecarum, T0 | 
p. 14—61. and of Peteau's manuſcripts in 22 
p-. 61-97. With reſpect to the Petavianus 2. Wetſten 
does not mention where it is preſerved at preſent, 0! 
have I found any manuſcript, in the two catalogues 8195 
by Montfaucon, which correſponds to Mill's deſcripto 
5 5 4s Ges in jon that tht) 

238. It is evident from Wetſtein's quotation 
are not omitted, | 


COD EX RAVIAN Us. 


” PAGE 294. ati 
239. Whoever compares the fac fimile 0 3 
Ravianus, publiſhed by Treſchow, with the Coup = 
ſian edition, will find the reſemblance to be ſuc - 75 
unleſs he were informed that it was taken from 


med 8 latter. 
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PACK %s 3 
00, 240. The German title of this work is, Semlers hiſto- 


un niche und critiſche Sammlungen über die ſo genannten 
8. heweisſtellen in der Dogmatik. Halle 1 764. 1768, 2 vols. 
12m0. In the page to which our author refers, La 
Croze exprefles himſelf in the following manner: Qui 
codicem editum Complutenſem vidit, 1s vidit et manu- 
ſeriptum codicem noſtrum ; ne demtis quidem mendis 
% ypographorum, que ſcriba indoctus ita fideliter expreſſit, 
a, ut omnino conſtet hominem illiteratum ab erudito aliquo 
+ of ᷑rebulone ei fraudi perficiendæ fuiſſe præfectum. Et ſane 
re. pro antiquo liber ille venditus eſt, immani etiam pretio, 
„ei membrane recenti adhuc calx five creta illa adhæreat, 
ein, que pellibus vitulinis parandis adhiberi ſolet; atramen- 
un. aum ubique albicans, demtis alus criteriis, fraudi agnoſ- 
ud cendæ ſufficeret. Quicunque ergo ad hunc ee 
reck WEprovocat, is omnino fe nihil agere norit. Certe quod ad 
299. Ine attinet, pertinax ſum fidei Nicænæ et orthodoxæ, at 
„il tuendæ abſit ut fraudes unquam adhibeam. 


after 241. See Note 221. 

can 

opus PAGE 296. | 

u. I. 242. Its German title is, Unterſuchung der Raviſchen 


ular, . Criechiſchen Handſchrift des Neuen Teſtaments, von 
ten . G. Pappelbaum. Berlin 1785, 8vo. 
not 243. If, in order to evade this argument, as well as 
ren that, which is drawn from the ſimilarity of the letters, 
x10: Wi ſhould be contended that the Codex Ravianus was one 
of the manuſcripts uſed by the Complutenſian editors, 
they bat they caſt their types in imitation of its letters, and 
hat the coincidence even in places, where the Complu- 
ſenſian edition is ſaid to have errors of the preſs, aroſe " au 
A Cauſe directly contrary to that, which is aſſigned by La 
Proze, Grieſbach, Michaelis, &c. namely, that the errors 
n the Cod. Ravianus are nothing more than errors 
df the pen, made by the tranſcriber, and that the ſup- 
oſed errors of the preſs in the Complutenſian edition 
role merely from a too ſervile adherence to the manu- 


« -" enpt which the editors principally ufed, we may reply, 
ge 1. That 
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1. That though no editor, however learned or accurate 
is free from the danger of miſtakes, that ariſe from acci. 246 
dent, it is wholly inconceivable how the Spaniſh editor, Mit has 
who were men of learning, could copy manifeſt enaa WWantho; 
by deſign. 2. That, as the Codex Ravianus contains the but th 
diſputed paſſage, 1 John v. 7. Stunica would infalliby Wr:ct 
have appealed to it, when publicly challenged by Lab gueſtic 
mus, if any ſuch manuſcript had been known to him. 1869. 
See Simon Diſſertation critique ſur les manuſcrits du MWmitak 
Nouveau Teftament, p. 98. John v 
̃ | the Co 


VH | Proleg 
244. For that reaſon the tranſlator will be excuſed m 247 


giving no extracts from thoſe parts of the Orient. Bb. Mor this 
to which our author refers; and this is the leſs neceſſary, given 1 
ſince Mr. Porſon's publication in 1790. z. 
248. 
, .CODICKS REGIL 3 

The Codices Regii are deſcribed in the Catalogs from tl 
Librorum MStorum Bibl. Regiz; Tom. II. p. 1247 249. 
In this Catalogue they are arranged according to the nei = 
numbers. A catalogue of them, arranged according to * II 
the old numbers, is given in Montfaucon Bibliothec: re, ] 


. . . 
bibliothecarum, Tom. II. p. 509—89g5. 3 


1 PAGE 298. ing C01 

245. Simon calls this manuſcript Recueil de Pers out the 
Grecs ſur les quatre Evangiles. See his Hiſtoire critique cceſſit 
du Texte du N. T. ch. xm. p. 146. Our author, in hs bus ſer 
note 6 ), ſays that M. Fleiſcher was unable to find 4 Kpiſtles 
No. 1869. by which Simon quotes this manuſcript. 6 caten 
is perhaps an erratum; for Montfaucon, who in ; l hey ha 
Bibliotheca bibliothecarum, Tom. II. p. 709895. = his B 
given a catalogue of the MSS. in the royal oy. 1 ſeubes 1 
ranged according to the old numbers, has mention 4 ofition 
manuſcript with this number, but proceeds imme 5 be ide 
from 1863 to 1871. See p. 726. of the bored ping 
work, from which it appears that 1869 may be ane Faris Ce 


tum for 1879, or 1896. 0 tæcus 
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PAGE 299. 

246. I have not ventured to alter this ſentence, though 
it has evidently many errata. The occaſion which our 
author means is the ſtory of the adultereſs, John viii. 
but this is not p. 148. but p. 890. and the Codices Regii, 
which Wetſtein there quotes, beſide the manuſcript in 
queſtion, are not 1884. and 2863. but 2224. 2858. 2868. 
1869. 2375. 2242. 2867. 3424. But our author is not 
miſtaken in ſaying that Wetſtein has quoted MSS. on 
John viii. which he has not taken into his Catalogue, for 
the Codd. 2224. 2858. 2375. are not enumerated in the 
Prolegomena. | | 

247. There are ſeveral inaccuracies 1n the deſcription 
of this manuſcript ; it differs at leaſt from the account 
even in the Catalogus MStorum Bibl. Regie, Tom. II. 
p. 13. | 
248. Ib. p. 30. This MS. 1s there referred to the 
eleventh century, and 1s related to have been brought 
from the Eaft in 1669. | 
249. Either Wetſtein's deſcription of this manuſcript 
is inaccurate, or that of the editors of the Paris Catalogue, 
Vol. II. p. 34. Wetſtein deſcribes it as containing the 
Acts, Epiſtles, and Revelation, with the Prologues of 
Euthalius, and Scholia by CEcumenius, and other com- 
mentators: the editors of the Paris Catalogue as contain- 
ing commentaries on the above-mentioned books with- 


lin 


191, 


ers out the text, though it is added, in reſpect to the Acts, 
qe ecceſſit pars ſacri contextus manu recentiore in margini- 
n l bus ſcripta; but no mention is made of the text of the 
d the NEpiſtles or Revelation, though on other occaſions, where 
| WW catena or commentary is accompanied with the text, 
n bs ey have not failed to note it. Montfaucon likewiſe, 
5. 15 n his Bibliotheca bibliothecarum, Tom. II. p. 726. de- 
„A erlbes it, as follows: Codex 1886. Græcus, x. ſæculi, Ex- 
ed 6 oſtiones in Acta Apoſtolorum, et in Epiſtolas Pauli. 
my be identity of the manuſcript is aſcertained by the fol- 
bote ing ſubſcription, quoted both in Wetſtein, and the 
1 £175 BP *tis Catalogue: Hunc librum dono dedit Janus Laſcaris 


[@CUus, vir ut integerrimus ita doctiſſimus mihi Petro 
| NMerieli 
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Merieli Conſtantienſi decima Januarii, anno ab incarns 
tione Domini 1518. Montfaucon refers this MS. to the 
tenth century. He has given a {ſpecimen of its charae- 


283. of his Palzographia, from which it appeaf 
— dhe dis. ain a very — number of abbreyiations 
Another Codex Regius 1886. diſtinguiſhed by the ad 
dition of the figure 2 (1886 *) has been collated by Grie: 
bach. It is a manuſcript of all the epiſtles _— 
the twelfth century, is noted at preſent 60. in the ry 
library, and is deſcribed in the Catalogus librorum are 
rum Bibliothecæ Regiz, Tom. II. p. 14. It is note 7 
Grieſbach 65. in the epiſtles of St. Paul, and 62. int 
tholic epiſtles. 
Hi | AA BR ch . in deſcribing 
the analcrig, which he has noted 18. in * _ ja 
of his N. T. as the Codex Regius 2241. ; for he a 
preflly ſays chat he copied from Simon, and that it i * 
of the manuſcripts, which Simon quotes, in _—_ 
the ſtory of the adultereſs, in the eighth chapter « 1 
John. See Simon Hiſt. crit, du Texte du N. T. * 
Now as Simon quotes no manuſcript N g 
royal library with this number, it is certain tl a 7 
is an erratum in Wetſtein's Prolegomena, eit = 
writer, or of the printer; but our author Hy. : 6 
chat it is an erratum for 2441. which woul + of n | 
robable, had Simon quoted a manuſcript wit ar 
For is without foundation, becauſe no fuch * 
pears in Simon's liſt. The four manuſcripts, W 1 * 
ſtein enumerates in his Prolegomena, p. ws : 
from Simon, are thoſe which were former & 1156 
the royal library (according to e N 40 
1883. 2860. The three laſt numbers oy * 
Simon: the firſt therefore, which is the 22 e 
tion, muſt be an erratum for one of the o ll 
uoted by Simon, which are 1884. oo til 
3 2401. comes the neareſt to t wor” 
and it appears from Montfaucon Bibl. Bibli — 
Tom. II. p. 732. that this MS, was a Comm 


251. Ti 


the four Goſpels. 


25 
catal 
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editic 
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251. This deſcription agrees with that of the printed 
catalogue, except that the MS. contains alſo the Plalms 
and the Canticles. See the Catalogus MStorum Bibl. 


+ Regiæ, Tom. II. p. 12, 123. | i 

| 252, Tom. I. p. 371, 372+ ed. Boerner. That which 
. our author quotes is the Paris edition of 1723. which 
nm dition is always underſtood in theſe Notes, when no 
an cocher is ſpecified. 
on ra oi. my go th. 
80 253. Nor have the difficulties with which this manu- 


ſcript is attended been cleared up in the preceding de- 
1 RF cription. Our author deſcribes it as containing the 
whole N. T. except the Revelation, and days that it is 
marked at preſent in the royal library 49. which cannot 
poſſibly be true, for that manuſcript contains the Goſpels 


* alone. See the Cat. MSS. B. R. Tom. II. p. 13. Wet- 
Þ ſtein deſcribes his Codex 8. in the firſt part, as Cod. Ste- 
> el. | 7 | * 

« on hani £, or Codex Regius 2242. 4 manuſcript of the 
no > Goſpels; and his Codex 8. in the ſecond part, likewiſe 


as Cod. Stephani &, but as Cod, Regius 2241. a manu- 
ſcript of the Acts and the Epiſtles. Now. 2241. is in 
this inſtance an evident erratum in Wetſtein for 2242. 
and the whole confuſion has been occaſioned by Wet- 
ſtein's dividing the Codex Regius 2242. into two parts, 
mentioning the Goſpels only, in the Prolegomena to the 
brit part of his N. T. the Acts, and Epiſtles only, in the 
Prolegomena to the ſecond; and by making an erratum 
in the ſecond inſtance in regard to the number. The 
Codex Regius 2242. deſcribed by Le Long, p. 178. and 
there {aid to be the ſame as the Codex Stephani &, is now 
Marked, not 49. as our author ſays, but 47. as appears 


180% n comparing Le Long's deſcription in the Bibl. ſacra, 
and WU that which is given in the Paris 3 Le 
a deſcribes this manuſcript in the Journal des Sca- 
umbeh pans, Vol. LXVII. p. 6 50. as follows, Codex &. Les 4. 
550 fangiles, les Epitres de St. Paul, celles de St. Jacques, 
e Saint Pierre, et la premiere de St. Jean. Manuſcrit 
-caruibl * 2242. He gives the very ſame deſcription in his 
tary 0 ol. facra, Tom. I. p. 208. The queſtion might have 


Vo“. II. Cee been 


1 
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| been determined with Rill greater certainty, if Montfay. 
con had deſcribed this manuſcript in his Bibl. bibliothe- 


carum, Tom. II. p. 730. But he ſays only of the Codd, b 75 
Regii 2240, 2241, 2242. Libri ſacræ ſcripturæ Veters Wii. 
et Novi Teſtamenti. | eg. i 
254. Wetſtein's Codex M, (which, according to Le ne 
Long, was formerly noted 2243. in the royal library) isa Mughes 
preſent noted 48. not 51. as our author relates on the au- Netter 
thority of Mr. Fleiſcher. The deſcription which Wetſtein Wh four 
gives of his Codex M is, Cod. Bibl. Reg. 2243. quem vogue i 
Franciſcus de Camps Abbas de Signi obtulit, continet 4. 256. 
evangelia. The deſcription given in the Paris Catalogue, Mt as fe 
Vol. II. p. 13. of the manuſcript noted at preſent 48. , Wi: 56. 
Codex membranaceus a Domino Franciſco de Camps Wt trad. 
Ludovico XIV. oblatus, quo continentur evangelia qu Worms 
tuor. It appears therefore that they are one and the Me ch 
ſame manuſcript, whereas Codex 51. is deſcribed as ha. MMT hef 
ing belonged to Du Freſne. Mr. Fleiſcher's miſtake ws ihe exce 
probably occaſioned by the following circumſtance. Not te un; 
only the Codex de Camps, but likewiſe another manu- oon of 
ſcript of the Goſpels, was noted by the ſame number the Par 
2243. (Le Long Bibl. ſacra, Tom. I. p. 176. 178.), al 
the Codex de Camps was diſtinguiſhed by the addition 
of the figure 2. viz. 224.3*. as appears from Montfaucon, 257, 
Bibl. bibliothecarum, Tom. II. p. 730. Theſe two m irorei; 
nuſcripts Mr. Fleiſcher confounded, and aſſigned the: Wor ey; 
fore a number to the one, which belongs to the other. one. F 
The Codex de Camps is deſcribed by Monttaucon n . 180. 
his Palzographia Græca, p. 260, 261. where a fac me WM:rom c 
is given of its characters. He ſays, that if he judged fun paris at 
the Characters uſed in the text of this manuſcript, i the ( 
ſhould conclude that it was written in the ninth centuſ; ¶ording 


but as the ſame characters are found likewiſe in man Tom. 11 
ſcripts of the tenth century, and various reading ® BWWourhbgy 
noted 1n ſeveral parts of the Codex de Camps, m 
« prima ut videtur manu, uno ductu et continual * 
ris,” he concludes that this manuſcript was written in 


tenth century. x 


Ab! 


N 
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PAGE 302. 

255. With this difference, that according to Grieſbach 
the additional mark of diſtinction is a letter, not a cy- 
pher, Wetſtein's Codex 13. being marked by Grieſbach 
Rep. 2244˙. See his Symbolæ Criticæ, p. chv. Le 
Long, in his Bibl. ſacra, Tom. I. p. 178. 180. diſtin- 
guiſnes them neither by the addition of a figure, nor of 
letter, though in other caſes his mark of diſtinction is 
figure, which is likewiſe uſed in Montfaucon's Cata- 
beue in the Bibliotheca bibliothecarum. 

256. Grieſbach, in his Symbolæ, p. cliv. deſcribes 
t as follows, Codex 13. quondam Telleriano-Rhemen- 
s 56. deinde Regius 2244*. nunc Regius 50. (non 55. 
ut tradit Cl. Fleifcherus) Kuſtero Pariſinus 6. quadratæ 
orme iv. Evangelia continens. He then enumerates 
he chaſms, which have been quoted by our author. 
FT heſe chaſms were firſt obſerved by Grieſbach ; for, if 
ſe except that at the beginning of the manuſcript, they 
ue unnoticed both by Küſter in his Preface to his edi- 
tion of Mill's Greek Teſtament, and by the editors of 
the Paris Catalogue. | ry 


PAGE 303. 
257. Wetſtein is not filent on this ſubject, for he ſays 
bxprefily of his Codex 17. in the firſt part, Continet qua- 
uor evangelia Græce cum adjuncta Latina Vulgata ver- 


. one. Proleg. p. 47. Le Long, in his Bibl. ſacra, Tom. I. 
. . 180. relates, that it was written in France by George 
— lerom of Sparta, who was Profeſſor in the Univerſity of 


arls at the end of the fifteenth century, and preceptor 
the Greek language to Reuchlin and Budzus. Ac- 
ording to the deſcription in the Catal. MSS. Bibl. Reg. 
om. Il. p. 13. it formerly belonged to the Cardinal of 


xs a Wourbon., 
* PAGE 304. 1 
E © 238. If Wetſtein's Codex 51. in the third part of his 


T. which he deſcribes as the Codex Regius 2248. is 
de fame as that which is now marked 56. Wetſtein was 
aiſtaken in calling it an octavo, for Codex 56. is enu- 
See merated 


e 


e. 


1 


century. The 77%, and the Ammonian ſections, Wit 
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merated in the Paris catalogue among the folios. In thi 
manuſcript, the five laſt verſes only are wanting in the 
book of Revelation, not the eight laſt, as Mr. Fleiſcher 
ſays. See the Catalogus MStorum Bibl. Regie, Tom, Il, 
p- 14. i 

259. Alſo from the deſcription given of it in the Ci Miet 
logus MStorum Bibl. Regiæ, Tom. II. p. 14. pre! 

260. An abſtract from thoſe parts of the Orient. Bibl. 
is unneceſſary, becauſe complete information may be hal is d; 


in the Symbolæ Critice. belaus 


e, PASE-Jo5. 
261. There is no reaſon to ſuppoſe that the Coder Mas, t 
Stephani n, was one of thoſe manuſcripts, which wer unt 
collated at Alexandria in the ſeventh century: but the ter, : 
examples, which Dr. Ridley has ſelected from this m- Miiernor 
nuſcript, are too few to lead to any abſolute deciion. Marche 
See his Differtatio de verſ. Syr. ſect. 1 5. p. 63. Ade, 
however, has brought the matter to a certainty : for a1 
an accurate collation of all the marginal readings of tie 
Philoxenian verſion, in the four Goſpels, he found on 
two, which were peculiar to the Codex Stephani n. Wt 
his Verſ. Syriacæ, p. 130. | ; 
With reſpect to the antiquity of this manuſcript, ſe 
Simon Diſſertation critique fur les MSS. du N. T. p. G. 
where he refers it to the ninth century. He relates, th 
it is written with accents, though in uncial letters. Ti 
fame account is given by Grieſbach in his Symbolæ Ct 
tice, p. lxvii. But Grieſbach adds, that accents are 9 
placed on every word, and beſides, that they are fre 
quently placed wrong. From the oblong form of t 
letters he judges ir to be not more ancient than the nin 


references to the canons of Euſebius, are written in the A 
manuſcript a prima manu. Ib. p. Ixix. * 


5 LOL PAGE 306. ch 151 
262. Not in the text, but in the margin, which 
{till ſtronger proof of the affinity of Wetſtein 5 Codes ; 
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the o one of thoſe collated at Alexandria in the ſeventh 


cher 
L I. 


entury. | 

_ This explanation is attended with various diffi- 
ies. To ſet the matter in a clear light, we muſt com- 
are the two accounts of Joſephus and St. Luke. The 
mer in his Antiquit. XVI1. 1 I. 4. relates, that imme- 
lately after the death of Herod the Great, his kingdom 
3 divided into three parts, which were allotted to Ar- 
belaus, Philip, and Antipas : to Archelaus, Judæa and 
maria; to Philip, Batanæa, Trachonitis, Auranitis, 
th a part of what is there called ozxos Z mode n; to An- 


(i 


Bibl. 
> had 


oder pas, the country beyond Jordan and Galilee. The ac- 
were unt given by St. Luke refers to a period thirty years 
1t the ter, at which time he deſcribes Pontius Pilate as go- 
s mi ¶ mor of Judæa, Herod as tetrarch of Galilee, Philip as te- 
cilion. arch of Iturea and Trachonitis, and Lyſanias as tetrarch 
Adler, BS Abilene. Since therefore theſe two accounts relate 


for 00 
of the 
] onl 
"= 


dt only to a different period, but to a different diviſion 
the country, it is evident that the one cannot be ap- 
led in explanation of the other. That a part of the 
ks Zrvodues was allotted to Philip in the firſt divifion, 
no argument that a perſon of the name of Lyſanias 


pt, f not tetrarch of Abilene when John the Baptiſt began 
p. breach; and our author's other aſſertion, that Lyſa- 
s, tial Gs was at that time certainly dead, it would be difficult 
ließ prove, ſince Joſephus, the only writer from whom we 
4 (M uld derive information, is totally filent in regard to a 
are ron of this name. See Lardner's Works, Vol. I. p. 21. 
ue ff.. 1788. But even were theſe hiſtorical premiſes found- 
of tit on fact, yet the critical conjecture, to which our au- 
0 ind Ir has recourſe, would be ſtill unwarranted ; for if St. 
, wil ke had intended to expreſs while Philip was tetrarch 
in th the Abilene of Lyſanias, he would have written not 


N TETEAEXBVTOS Avoavie Ty AGianns, but ®1mre re- 
FXeTog Tis AbiAmng T Aber . To render therefore 
alteration conſiſtent with ſuppoſed hiſtorical fact, it 
puld be neceſſary not only to omit the laſt reręaęg I, 
to invert the order of the preceding words; an alte- 


| 132 is too extenſive to be admitted on mere 
j ure. X 
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264. This is unnoticed by Wetſtein, but Grieſbach 2 
has noted it in his various readings in the Symbolæ Ci. 
ticæ, p. 105. | 

265. Only one manuſcript, beſide that in queſtion, 20 
namely the Cod. Reuchlini: I mean of thoſe quoted 
by Wetſtein. It muſt be particularly obſerved that 
the preſent inquiry relates to the Codex Regius 2861. 27 
noted at preſent 62. and marked L by Wetſtei bach 
who collated it in 1715. Whether it applies at the 
| ſame time to the Codex Stephani u, is a matter only of 
opinion. This at leaſt is certain, as I have found a 
examination, that of the nine readihgs which our autho 
has ſelected in this paragraph, from different parts of the 
four Goſpels, as ſome of the moſt remarkable among 
Wetſtein's quotations. from his Codex L, not one ö 


quoted by Stephens from his Codex . This may 2 27 
pear to weaken the generally received opinion, that the Symb 
are one and the ſame manuſcript ; but Stephens might Vol.! 
overlook the moſt remarkable readings : and [I have col 
lated the fix firſt chapters of St. John's Goſpel, ac 
found that Stephens's extracts from the Codex n do lh 27 
differ in a fingle inſtance from the extracts quote ed. P. 
by Grieſbach from the Codex Regius 2861. Likem [the m 
where the Codex 2861. has chaſms, no readings his 
found in Stephens's margin from the Codex n. amen 
266. Here again Wetſtein's Codex L and the Co 273 
Reuchlini agree in this omiſſion, to which in this ® 
ample the Cod. Vaticanus alone accedes. But the col 
cidence of theſe three is great authority. Dr. Semler, i 0 274 
his Hermeneutiſche Vorbereitung, Vol. III. p. 163. 0 e m 
ſerves, that Wetſtein's Codex L agrees frequently note _ 
with the Reuchlin, but alſo with the Colb. 2844. orreſp 
267. Namely, in the Codex Veronenſis, which has u A _ 
men quz ſunt, but the Vercellenſis has the reading * be 
the Vulgate. See Blanchini Evangelianum quad — i 
P. II. p. 153. The Syriac verſion has A ve qu m » We " 
but being rendered in the Latin tranſlation, quod * B f. 
petit, this reading has been overlooked, except by! a 2 


Au . 
4 thor. 2 ; 265. 


NOTES TO CHAP. VIII. SECT. VI. 775 


26 8 It is alſo in the margin of the Philoxemian verſion, 


PAGE 3O7. | 
269. Alſo of the Ethiopic. 


| PAGE 308. 

270. The Codex Regius 2865. is deſcribed by Grieſ- 
bach in his Symbolæ Critice, p. cxlu. Of the ma- 
nuſeript mentioned by our author in the preceding num- 
ber, viz. the Codex Regius 2862. a deſcription is given 


p. 308. is a fac ſimile of its characters, from which we 

may judge of the Greek letters uſed in the twelfth cen- 

tury, as we know that the manuſcript was written 1n the 

year 1168. 

| 271. The date 1439. our author has copied from the 
dymbolæ Criticæ, p. cxliii. but in the Paris Catalogue, 

Vol. II. p. 19. it is 1438. 


PAGE 30g. 
| 272. In Le Long Bibliotheca ſacra, Tom. I. p. 178. 
| ed. Pariſ. the two Codices Regii 2865. are quoted in 
the manner mentioned by our author. But Grieſbach, 
in his Symbolæ Criticæ, p. cxli, and in his Greek Teſ- 
lament, Vol. I. p. xxvii. quotes them 28655. 2865˙ 
273. Symbolæ Criticæ, p. cxliv. 


PAGE 310. 

274. Grieſbach is probably in the right; for though 
the manuſcripts marked 71. and 72. are- both of them 
manuſcripts of the Goſpels, yet the latter ſeems beſt to 
correſpond with Le Long's deſcription of the Cod. 2866. 
P.178. of his Bibl. facra, For the former has, beſide 
the Goſpels, a ſynaxarium, and ſeveral other additions, 

nother circumſtance in favour of Grieſbach is, that the 
latter is deſcribed in the Paris Catalogue, Vol. II. p. 15. 


etſteinꝰs Codex 7. is not quoted before Matth. ii. 1 f. 
15 Long, in his letter to Martin, printed in the Journal 
es Scavans, Juin 1720, Vol. LXVII. p. 650. deſcribes 
| 884 | the 
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in Montfaucon's Palzographia Græca, p. 305-307. and 


4 being defective at the beginning of St. Matthew: and 
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the Codex Stephani 5 as containing the four Goſpels; 
but, though he repreſents 1t in the body of the letter, 
as one of the eight, which he had diſcovered in the royal 
library, he has neglected to mention the number at that 
time affixed to it, or even that it was in the library at 
all. This omiffion however, with a ſimilar one in r- 
ſpect to the Codex ie, he has ſupplied in his Bibl. ſacn, 


Tom. I. p. 208. ed. 1723. 


275. If Wetſtein's Codex 12. in the ſecond part, 10. 
and 2. in the third and fourth, be the fame as that which 
at preſent is noted 237. in the royal library, it is a ma- 
nuſcript containing Scholia on the Acts, Epiſtles, and 
Revelation, accompanied with the text; but Wetſtein b 
ſilent in reſpect to the Scholia. Vid. Catalogum MSt- 


rum Bibl. Regiæ, Tom. II. p. 40. There is a ci. 
cumſtance relative to this manuſcript, which is worth 


of notice. Wetſtein, Grieſbach, Michaelis, with other 
eminent critics, are of opinion, that it is the very manu- 
ſcript which Stephens quoted by the title Codex ie. Now 
if this be true, it neceſſarily follows that Stephens had, 
not ſeven only, as is generally, and with reaſon ſuppoſech 


but eight manuſcripts of the catholic epiſtles : for be 


quotes ſeven manuſcripts, 1 John v. 7. where « is not of 
the number. But muſt have contained the catholic 
epiſtles, if it was the ſame as that which is now markel 
237. becauſe in the enumeration of the contents of ts 
manuſcript in the Paris Catalogue, the catholic epililes 
are particularly ſpecified, and Wetſtein has even quote 
it in them. No inference however can be drawn from 
the ſilence of Stephens, in regard to the Codex ie, i the 
exiſtence of 1 John v. 7. in that manuſcript ; for that the 
manuſcript actually had the catholic epiſtles, depends on 
the hypotheſis, that it is the ſame as that, which is 008 
marked 237. But this manuſcript (which is Wan 
Codex 10. in the catholic epiſtles) certainly 2 
verſe, and it is quoted for that purpoſe both by Met , 
and Grieſbach. But there is a circuimſtance wy 
weakens the opinion of theſe eminent critics, name 


8 3 ſingle 
chat Stephens has not quoted his Codex 1c in one 85 
inſtanc⸗ 
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inſtance in the catholic epiſtles, which he would hardly 
have neglected to do, (eſpecially at che celebrated paſſage 
1 John v. 7.) had the Codex is contained them. The 
deſcription which Le Long gives of the Codex ie, in the 
Journal des Scavans, Vol. LXVII. p. 651. is certainly 
talſe, for he deſcribes it as containing only © Sept Epitres 
de St, Paul, qui commencent par la premiere aux Corin- 
thiens : whereas the Codex « is quoted in almoſt every 
page of the book of Revelation. In deſcribing the ſame 
manuſcript in his Bibl. ſacra, Tom. I. p. 208. he adds 
to the preceding deſcription the book of Revelation ; and 
lays (what he had omitted in the Journal des Sgavans) 
that it was then marked 2869. Now the account which 
Wetſtein gives of the Codex Regius 2869. is very dif- 
ferent from that which Le Long gives: but Wetſtein's 
account is probably the true one, as it enumerates the 
lame books as the Paris Catalogue. 


f- 276. The Revelation of St. John is followed by a 
on treatiſe of Dorotheus, Biſhop of Tyre, on the twelve 
ad, Apoſtles, and ſeventy diſciples. 


PAGE 311. 
277. Nor are any deſcribed in the Paris Catalogue. 
278. In this manuſcript the parts of the N. T. are 
arranged in the following order: 1. The Acts. 2. The 
Catholic Epiſtles. 3. The Epiſtles of St. Paul. 4. The 
| Goſpels. Vid. Catalog. MStorum Bibl. Reg. Tom. II. 
p. 18, 19. It is there referred to the twelfth century. 
279. The ſame is aſſerted by Le Long, who in his 
Bibl. lacra, Tom. I. p. 182. deſcribes the Codex Regius 
2872. in the following manner: Acta, et Epiſtolæ Apoſ- 
tolorum Græce, cum ſcholiis marginalibus. Alſo in the 
Paris Catalogue, Vol. II. p. 18. Wetſtein therefore has 
completely deſcribed his Codex 11. in the third part 
| Of his N. T. " | 
280. This laſt conjecture is the moſt probable, for 
Wetſtein deſcribes his Codex 11. in the firſt part as con- 
iſting of two volumes which contain the four Goſpels, 
| and as having been brought. from the Bibliotheca Telle- 
| riana. 
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riana. Now the MSS. noted at preſent 121, 122. con. 
tain together the tour Goſpels, were both brought from 
the Bibliotheca Telleriana, and as appears from the de. 
ſcription, p. 20. of the above-quoted catalogue, are only 
two parts of the ſame manuſcript. But the Codex 119, 
though likewiſe brought from the Bibliotheca Telleriany 
conſiſts only of one volume. 
281. Both this manuſcript and the preceding are quo- 
ted by Küſter, as noted formerly in the royal library 4424. 
in which he is followed by Wetſtein and other editors, 
But Le Long, in his Bib. ſacra, Tom. I. p. 178. diſtn- 
guiſhes them by the addition of the figures 2, 3; namely 
3424, 3424*, which correſponds with the general ac- 
count given by Fleiſcher. Montfaucon, in his Palzo- 
graphia Greca, p. 280. has very minutely deſcribed the 
Codex Regius 3424. He refers it to the tenth cently 
and has given a fac ſimile of its characters, p. 282. In 


his Bibl. biblioth. Tom. II. p. 742. he ſays it was wil- | 


ten A. C. 942. 


CODICES T. ROE. 
PAGE 313. 
282. Alſo with the Ethiopic, and the Arabic of Et. 
penius. | 
CODEX RUTGERSII. 


PAGE 314. | 

283. The beſt edition of this work was printed at 

Cambridge 1640, in 4to. Where the MS. itſelf is at 
preſent is unknown. | 


CODEX SANGERMANENSIS. 


284. This MS. takes its name from the ri 
monaſtery of St. Germain des Prez in Paris, in gr fel 
brary of which it is preſerved. The manuſcripts 0 bag 
library are deſcribed in Montfaucon, Bibliotheca _ oe 
carum, Tom. II. p. 1041-1165. A * 2 5 
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manuſcript in particular is given in Montfaucon Palæo- 
graphia Græca, p. 218. and in the plate fronting this 
page is a fac ſimile of its characters, both Greek and 
Latin. It is written in uncial letters, and with accents 
and marks of aſpiration, a prima manu, as Montfaucon 
expreſily declares, who ſuppoſes it however to be as an- 
cient as the ſeventh century. See alſo Le Long Bibl. 
facra, Tom. I. p. 175. 184. There is another more 
ancient Codex Sangermanenſis of St. Paul's Epiſtles, 
which has, never been collated. It is properly only a 
fragment, as it contains no more than thirteen leaves; 
but it is ſuppoſed by Montfaucon to be as ancient as 
the fifth century. See his Bibliotheca bibliothecarum, 
Tom. II. p. 1041. 

285. Dr. Semler, in the 4th volume of his Hermeneu- 
tiſche Vorbereitung, publiſhed ſeveral years before the 
letter to which our author alludes; has called in queſtion 
the generally received opinion that the Sangermanenſis 
is a mere copy of the Claromontanus. He produces, 


p. 63-65. many examples, from which it appears that if 


the copyiſt, who wrote the former, had actually the latter 
before his eyes, he muſt at leaſt have ſelected various 
readings from other manuſcripts. It ſeems then the San- 
germanenſis is a kind of Codex electicus, in the writing 
of which the Claromontanus was principally, but not at 
all times conſulted. The aſſertion therefore of our au- 
thor, that theſe manuſcripts are not to be conſidered as 


leparate evidence, muſt be admitted with certain reſtric- 
tions, BOS l 


CODE SCALIGERI. 


286. This manuſcript is marked 243. among Scaliger's 
Oriental manuſcripts, preſerved in the Univerſity Library 
of Leyden, and is deſcribed p. 410. of the Catalo 
Librorum bibliothecæ Lugduno-Batavæ, 1716, fo. 
It is the only manuſcript of the Greek Teſtament accom- 
panied with an Arabic verſion of which I recollect to 
have read a deſcription. 
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CODICES. SELDENI. 


PAGE 315. 

287. Theſe manuſcripts are deſcribed in the Catalog. 
MStorum Angliæ et Hiberniæ, Tom. I. p. 157—167. 
Our author enumerates only thoſe five, which were col- 
lated by Mill: But Grieſbach has not only re-collated 
two of theſe five, but has likewiſe examined two other 
Codices Seldeni, containing leſſons from the four Gol- 
pels. In his catalogue of Evangeliſtaria they are num- 
bered 26. and 27. 1 0 


CODICES STEPHANICL 


3 LH} PAGE 3I7. | 
288. Our author has expreſſed himſelf in this laſt 
Paragraph in ſuch general terms, that moſt readers would 


ſuppoſe, Le Long had actually diſcovered in the royal 


library in Paris all the ſeven manuſcripts which Robert 
Stephens quotes, 1 John v. 7. but Le Long did not 
even attempt to diſcover more than four of the ſeren, 
(though he diſcovered four other manuſcripts not in- 
cluded in that number) becauſe four only of 40e feren 
had been borrowed by Stephens from the royal library. 
Theſe were the Codices 9, e, &, , which Le Long found 
to correſpond to the MSS. marked in his time in the 
King's Library 2871, 3425, 2242, 2870. See Bib. fa 
cra, Tom. I. p. 208. the other three, which Ste- 
phens quotes, 1 John v. 7. viz. thoſe marked b, ia, , 
Wetſtein ſuppoſes that the Codex 0 is the ſame as the 
Coiſlinianus 200. which is preſerved in the library of St. 
Germain des Prez. of the is no traces have hitherto been 
diſcovered; but the Codex uy is the ſame, as that which 


is now preſerved in the Univerſity Library of Cambridge, 


and marked Kk 6. 4. of which I ſhall take notice, Note 
291, in the table of Stephens's manuſcripts. 


289. Our author is here inaccurate in ſaying, * eight 


of which were diſcovered to be the Codices Stephani, 43 


the characteriſtic readings above-mentioned were _ p 
| cov 
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covered in them, and in no other manuſcript in the whole 
library. For Le Long himſelf aſſerts that he examined 
only eleven, which our author likewiſe repeats in the next 
ſentence, where he ſays, This was an eaſy and ſure 
method, as it was neceſſary to examine only eleven manu- 
ſcripts; but if we bad to ſearch among all the known 
manuſcripts, it would be difficult to aſcertain them, even 


d if the data amounted to an hundred lectiones ſingu- 
1 ares.“ 
- With reſpect to the method adopted by Le Long, in 
- order to diſcover the eight manuſcripts, which Stephens 
| had borrowed from the royal library, it would be per- 
fectly ſatisfactory, if he had proved a priori, that they 
were neceſſarily contained among the eleven, which he 
elected for examination. But if we fail in the proof of 
| theſe premiſes, all concluſions deduced from the inquiry 
d muſt be vague and indeciſwe. Le Long contends that 
al the eight MSS. borrowed from the royal library by Ste- 
rt phens, muſt be in the number of theſe eleven, 1ſt. be- 
Ni cauſe R. Stephens had ſaid in his Greek Preface that 
n, eight of his manuſcripts came ex rng Tv xpaTiony Eppixe G- 
n- AoIneng; and 2dly. becauſe the eleven, which he ſelect- 
-n ed, were the only manuſcripts in the royal library, which 
v. had an H with a crown over it, as having formerly be- 
Fi longed to Henry II. Now it is true that Martin was 
* miſtaken in ſaying that, as Stephens collated his ma- 
a nuſcripts in the time of Francis I., theſe manuſcripts 
e- muſt now have an F on the cover, and not an ; for 
7 they might have been bound again in the time of Henry 
he II. in which caſe they would be found not with an F, 
. but with an H, agreeably to the known practice in the 
en royal library. But on the other hand, we muſt not for- 
ch get, chat this is mere poſſibility, not certainty: and Mar- 
8 un's adverſaries may have been as much miſtaken in 
te concluding that the MSS. borrowed by Stephens in the 
time of Francis I. were re- bound in the time of Henry II. 
ht as Martin himſelf was in ſuppoſing that they had con- 
* linued ever fince in the ſame binding. For admitting, 
if- by way of argument, that all the manuſcripts which were 


In 


782 NOTES TO CHAP. VIII. SECT. vi. 


in the royal library in the time of Francis I. have been 


bound, is it a neceſſary conſequence that the 
_ — -prodifite in the time of Henry IP? i 
not poſſible that ſome of them were re- bound in the time 
of Charles IX? Is it not poſſible that ſome of them con- 
tinued in the fame binding till 1610? Is it not poſlible 
alſo that MSS. bound in the time of Henry II. might 
have been bound again between the years 1610 and 1729, 
when Le Long publiſhed his letter to Martin? But all 
manuſcripts in the royal library bound ſince 1610 hare 
neither an F nor an H, but an L on them, bectule 
every king of France ſince 1610 has been called Louis 
It is therefore by no means certain a priori that the eleven, 
with an H on their covers, which Le Long ſelected " 
examination, neceſſarily included the eight which 1 
been borrowed by Stephens in the time of F rancis I. In 
fact, Le Long was led into error by the word dere 
cus“ in Stephens's preface; it never occurred to him, tha 


the manufcripts borrowed by Stephens in the time of 


is I. were re- bound in the time of Henry II. which 
5 _ hypotheſis, adopted afterwards by A $ af 
verſaries in order to confute his objections to . ort 
and if Stephens had written his preface to the ed. o 55 | 
in the ſame reign, in which the manuſcripts be = 
and had uſed therefore the word Franciſcus, in = 
Henricus, it is probable that Le Long would _ . 
ed only for MSS. with an F on them, of which _ 
main to this very day, as appears from the accoun Lon 
by Mr. Fleiſcher in the page, which follows that, to — 
this note refers. It appears therefore from the pou 2 
ſtatement, that the eight manuſcripts borrowe — 
bert Stephens are not neceſſarily included —_ 
which are marked with an H; and accor ing has 
teſtimony of Mr. Fleiſcher the manuſcript, wil 1 fl 
poſed to be the ſame as the Codex Srepbam 7. = 
marked with an F, If Le Long had _— e. 
manuſcript of the Greek Teſtament which ha * 6 
ſerved in the royal library, ever fince o_ —— 
ry II. the eight which had been borrowed b) . 
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would certainly have been included in the number. It 
was Le Long's intention to do ſo, as appears from his 
letter to Martin; but the criterion which he adopted for 
the diſcovery of thoſe manuſcripts, which had been there 
ever ſince the time of Henry II. namely, that they were 
marked on the cover with an H, is wholly devoid of cer- 
tainty, ſince the manuſcripts, which he ſought might 
have been marked either with an F or with an L, as 
eaſily as with an H. Wetſtein indeed affirms, Vol. II. 
p. 12. of the Codex Stephani 4 in particular, though of 
no other of Stephens's manuſcripts, that it was new bound 
in the time of Henry II. Codex Stephani  iterum com- 
pactus eſt, Henrico II. Galliarum rege.“ But to what 
does this teſtimony amount? Shall we conclude that 
the manuſcript had been in the royal library in the time 
of Francis I. becauſe a new cover was given it in the 
ume of Henry II.? By no means. The fact is ſimply this. 
| Wetſtein obſerves that the Codex Regius 2869. (which is 
his Codex 12. in the ſecond part of his N. T.) has the 
inſignia of Henry II. on the cover: this MS. he believes, 
and probably with ſome reafon, to be the fame, as that 
which Stephens formerly uſed and quoted by the title 18: 
| but as none of the manuſcripts when uſed by Stephens 
| could have had the infignia of Henry II. he concludes that 
che Codex is had belonged to Francis I. and was new bound 
in the time of Henry II. Now admitting this concluſion 
to be juſt, and ſufficiently warranted by the coincidence 
which Wetſtein obſerved between the extracts from the 
wo manuſcripts, it is ſtill only an argumentum a poſte- 
non, and proves the fact of only one manuſcript Bur if 
we quote Wetſtein's authority in favour of the opinion, 
that the MSS. in queſtion were new bound in the time 
of Henry II. in order to juſtify Le Long's procedure, 
we ſhall almoſt argue in a circle, fince in order to juſtify 
bis procedure it is neceflary to ſhew a prior! that the 
eleven manuſcripts ſelected by Le Long, were new bound 
m the time of Henry II. and that they neceſſarily in- 
cluded the eight, which he fought, becauſe otherwiſe a 
coincidence in only four lectiones fingulares would be no 
criterion 


n 
2 1 
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criterion at all. If a complete collation had ever been 
made of all the eight manuſcripts, produced by Le Long, 
with all the-readings quoted by Stephens from the eight, 
which are ſuppoſed to: correſpond to them, and thele 
extracts in general coincided, we might ſafely pronounce 


that all the eight were diſcovered. But this would be 


an argument of a very different kind, and in this caſe it 
would be wholly unneceſſary to inquire, whether the 
Mss. had an F, an. H, or an. L on their covers. But 
only two of theſe eight, viz. the Cod. A and i have been 
completely recollated; and for the other ſix, we depend 
on the coincidence of four or five readings, which i 
very inſufficient till certain premiſes are eſtabliſhed, which 
never have been proved. The manuſcripts now pre. 
ſerved in the royal library in Paris, which contain either 
the whole or parts of the Greek Teſtament, amount to 
not leſs than an hundred and ninety, five, and though at 
leaſt three fourth's of them have been depoſited ther 
finte the commencement. of the reign of Henry II. yet 
the remainder, which were in the royal n * 
period, amounts obably to many more than ele bj 
— at kalt has never been ſhewn, and thi 
alone is ſufficient to render Le Long's premiſes wy! 
rain, . Our author himſeif acknowledges that the 2 
of Le Long's concluſion depends on the poſition, that tie 
eleven manuſcripts, which he ſelected for en. 
neceſſarily included the eight, which he ſought; my 
coincidence in four or five lectiones ſingulares, * 
which Le Long argued, would otherwile be very 7 
ficient to eſtabliſh the identity of the manuſcripts. le 
as the poſition above-mentioned is by no means "Oſt " 
Long's diſcovery though it may be true, is yet 2 a 
tended with that certainty, with which it is generally : 
lieved to be. Critics are often too haſty in d : 
the identity of a manuſcript from the re 
few readings: and many ſuppoſed diſcoveries of : 3 
after having been ſo warmly, defended, that t = x 
who have ventured to doubt, have been dar- 3 
contempt and ridicule, will be proved perhaps 9) 


ſequent 


equ 


roup 


| Step 


he | 
relat 
after 
and 

in tl 


| this 


been 
ed. 


hapy 


| phen 


the 1 


| impc 


He 


unt, 


Wet 


Be 
lerve 
ſhew 
Were 
itſelf 
the ( 
poſes 


have 
uon 


Cern. 


| addy 


the { 
Wet 
My 


os bv 2 n 
n r 
1 n S ra 2 


NOTES TO CHAP. VIII. SECT. vf. 785 


ſequent critics to be totally falſe. Wetſtein was tho- 
| roughly perſuaded that, in addition to the eight Codices 
Stephani, which are the ſubject of our preſent inquiry, 
he had diſcovered the Codex 49, and very confidently 
relates in his Prolegomena, p. 46. that this manuſcript, 
after having been preſerved in the library of St. Victor, 
and then in the library of Tellier, was at laſt depoſited 
in the royal library, and there marked 2865. Now if 
this poſition had remained unexamined, it would have 
been as confidently repeated, as it was confidently aſſert- 
| ed, But Grieſbach, on inquiring into the truth of this 
happy diſcovery, found that the extracts quoted by Ste- 
| phens from the Codex d, differed in ſuch a manner from 
the readings of the Codex Regius 2865. as to make it 

| impoſſible for them to be one and the "hs manuſcript. 
He ſays therefore in his Symbolæ, p. cxliv. Falſiſſima 
nt, quæ de Stephani codice 10 in prolegomenis tradit 

Wetſtenius. | | 

Before I conchude this ſubject, it is neceſſary to ob- 
lerve that the object of the preceding remarks is not to 
ſew that the eight manuſcripts diſcovered by Le Long 
vere not the MSS. uſed by R. Stephens, ſince the thing 
| Utfelf is by no means impoſſible. Two of them, namely 
the Codices Regii 2861. and 2869. which Le Long ſup- 

| poles to be the ſame as the Codices Stephani #, and ie, 
| have been completely collated by Wetſtein, whoſe colla- 
von ſtrengthens the opinion of Le Long. As far as con- 
cerns therefore the Codex n, and the Codex ie, we have 
additional evidence in favour of the opinion that they are 
the ſame, as the Codices Regli 2861. and 2869. becauſe 

| Wetſtein has found that, not four only, but that the read- 
ins quoted in general in Stephens's margin from the Codi- 
ces n, and ie, are found in the Cod. Regii 2861. and 2869. 
ut for the opinion-that the fix remaining manuſcripts, 
namely the Codices Stephani 9, 0, e, , C, +, are the ſame 
5 the Codices Regii 2867, 2871, $425, 2800, 2242, 
2850, (the numbers aſſigned to them in Le Long's Bib. 
acra, Tom. I. p. 208.) we fely on the propriety of the 
| Proceſs adopted by Le Long, and which has been the 
Vor I. Ddd ſubject 


mentioned fix; Codices Stephani; yet, as he no where {as 


he had done of the other two, it is reaſonable to ſuppoſe 


in the firſt part of his N. T. and , 12, in the ſecond, 


| Long's.difcovery is attended, no inference can be drawn 


as R. Stephens was narrowly watched and perſecuted b 
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ſubj ect of inquiry in this note. For though Wetftein 
ſpeaks of theſe fix; Codices Regii, as manulcripts which 
he had ſeen, and deſcribes them as the ſame with the above 


that he collated, or even examined their readings, as 


that he grounded his opinion of the identity of theſe 
MSS.: merely on the authority of Le Long. See the 
account which Wetſtein has given in his Prolegomena 
of the manuſcripts, which he has noted L., 4, 5, 6, 7,8, 


But whatever be che uncertainty, with which Le 


from it in favour of Martin's opinion with reſpect to the 
authenticity of the celebrated paſſage in the firſt epiltle 
of St. John. For whether the eight manuſeripts, which 
Stephens borrowed, are in the number of the eleven fe- 
lected by Le Long, or not, they certainly are ſometolere 
in the royal library. The notion that Stephens never 
returned them, but that he took them with him to Suit. 
zerland, when he left Paris, is highly abſurd. In h 
Anſwer to the Paris Divines, p. 37. (Wetſtemi N. J. 
Vol. II. p. 724.) he declares that he had returned all h 
manuſcripts; and as theſe very manuſcripts were at that 
time a ſubject of public controverſy, it is wholly 1ncre- 
dible, if he had aſſerted a falſhood, that. it ſhould hate 
remained undetected. It was certainly known in the 
royal library, Whether he had returned them or not, and 


the Paris Divines, they neither would nor could have ful 
to detect the falſhood, if the manuſcripts had not been 
returned. Now there is not a ſingle MS. of the catho. 
lic epiſtles, in the royal library in Paris, which has not 
been ſearched, for evidence either in favour of, or ag 
1 John v. 7; but in not a ſingle manuſcript in the whole 
library has this verſe been diſcovered: I mean in the ten 
for ſome of them have gloſſes in the margin, which ale 
fimilar to, though not the ſame as the common © 


1 John v. 7. Of, the eight MSS. which Stephens *a 
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rowed from the royal library, four, namely 8, e, &, , con- 
tained the catholic epiſtles: theſe four he quotes 1 John 
v. 7. in conjunction with three other manuſcripts, which 


35 agreeing in the ſame omiſſion, whatever was wanting 
in four of them, muſt have been wanting likewiſe in the 
other three. But in the four, which are in the royal 
library, the whole of 1 John v. 7. is wanting, (not merely 
the words e Tw.vpavw, as many have ſuppoſed from the 
poſition of Stephens's ſemicircle), for there is not one in 
the whole library which has the verſe. It is certain 
therefore that the verſe was omitted in all ſeven, and 
that Stephens's ſemicircle is miſplaced. See Simon Diſ- 
ſertation critique ſur les manuſcrits du Nouveau Teſ- 
tament, p 14. See alſo the Table of Stephens's MSS. 


0 in the following Note 291. with the remark on the Co- 
C- dex 17. | 16 TOUT: 51 | 
re N 978; PAGE 321. _ 
er 290. This aſſertion has never been proved: and its 
is | want of proof is the very circumſtance, which renders 
1s Le Long's' method of proceeding leſs ſatisfactory than it 
p would have' been, as appears from the preceding note. 
b DIC 269 10 

PAGE 322. 


291. It is true that Le Long, in his letter to Martin, 
alſerts that he had diſcovered the eight manuſcripts in 
queſtion, and refers to the table at the end of the letter, 
p. G 50. for the numbers at that time affixed to them in 
the royal library: but, through ſome extraordinary neg- 
| k&, he has mentioned the numbers of only fx, and of 
the two to which he has aſſigned no numbers, namely 
the Cod. , and ie, he has deſcribed the latter in ſuch a 
manner, as to make it doubtful whether he had even ſeen 
it. See the Journal des Scavans, Vol. LXVII. p. 650, 
6 351. This defect however he has in ſome meaſure ſup- 

plied in the edition of his Bibliotheca ſacra, which was 
Publiſhed three years after he wrote the letter to Martin. 
See Tom. I. p. 208. where he mentions the numbers 
| aiixed to g, and ie; and gives a more complete deſcrip- 
5 D d d 2 tion 
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tion of the latter, though even this 1s different from the 
deſcription, which has fince been given by Wetſtein. 

As the accounts, which have been given of Stephens's 
manuſcripts, are in general attended with ſome difficulty 
it will be uſeful to preſent the reader with à table, not 
only of the eight in queſtion, but of all the fixtecn, re 
preſenting the libraries, where they are at preſent pre- 
ſerved; with the numbers now affixed to them, the per. 
{ons by whom they were diſcovered, and the collations 
which have been made of them ſince the time of Ste- 
phens. I ſhall make the ſtatement according to the 
opinion at preſent commonly received, without entering 
into any controverſy with reſpect to the propriety of that 
opinion. The doubts, which attend the diſcovery and 
identity, of ſome of theſe manuſcripts, I have ſtated in 
the preceding notes, wherever the ſubject has related 
to each of them in particular. 


Table of Stephens's manuſcri ipts. 


80 „ Complutenſan edition. | 
8. Codex Bezæ, or Saeed re- collated by 
8 Junius, Uſher, Mill, and Wetſtein. 
7. Codex Regius 2867. n. 84. diſcovered by. Le 
I Long, but not ſince collated.” 
3. Codex Regius 2871. H. 106. diſcovered by Le 
. © +12 Long, but not ſince collated. 
. Codex: Regius 34253. n. 112. diſcovered by Le 
Hong, but not ſince collated, 105 
. Coder Regius 2866. n. 72. diſcov cred by Le 
4 Long, but not ſince collated. 
F. Codex Regius 2242. n. 47. diſcovered by Le 
Long, but not fince collated. © 
u. Codex Regius 2861. n. 62. diſcovered by Le Long, 
and re- collated by Wetſtein and Grieſbach. | 
0. Codex Coiflinianus 200. Gilcoyared. by Wetſtein, 
who re- collated it. oy 
. Codex Regius 2870. n. 102. diſcovered by 
Long, but not ſince collated. No 
T4 
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1s. Not yet diſcovered. 
. Codex Regius 2862. n. 83. N.B. This manu- 
ſcript was brought into the royal library at the 
end of the laſt century, having formerly be- 
longed to Petrus Stella, and afterwards to Tellier. 
It was collated for Kiſter's edition of Mill's 
Greek Teſtament; and its identity with the Co- 
dex Stephani 43 was firſt obſerved by Wetſtein. 
iy. This manuſcript I have diſcovered in the Univer- 
ſity library of Cambridge, where it is marked KK. 
* 4 
. Codex Victorinus 774. diſcovered by Grieſbach, 
who has re-collated it. 8 1 
4. Codex Regius 2869. n. 237. diſcovered by Le 
Long, and re-collated by Wetſtein. 
185. Not yet diſcovered, ie 


CODICES 
* The Ms. thus marked, as appears from the name being written in 
it, belonged formerly to Vatablus, who was Hebrew Profeſlor at Paris 
in the time of R. Stephens, and one of his moſt intimate friends. Now - 
as Stephens, beſide the Codex 8g, and the eight, which he borrowed 
from the royal library, procured fix others, quos undique corrogare 
licuit, to ufe his own expreſſion, it is hardly credible that he ſhould 
have neglected ſo ancient and valuable a manuſcript, as that of Vatablus | 
certainly is, ſince the manuſcript could not have been unknown to him. 
The Codex Stephani i correſponds, as to its contents, to the Codex 
Vatabli, which is a manuſcript of the Acts and all the epiſtles. I ſelected 
therefore from Stephens's margin all the readings whieh he has quoted 
from the Codex y alone, throughout the - catholic epiſtles; theſe I 
compared with the Codex Vatabli, and, though they amounted to 
twenty, and ſeyeral of them have been diſcovered in no manuſcript ſince 
the time of Stephens, I found them all in the Codex Vatabli, or Codex 
Kk. 6. 4. without any exception, and without the leaſt variation. This 
extraordinary coineidence, united with the circumſtance, that the Ms. 
which I examined belonged to one of Stephens's moſt intimate friends, 
affords the ſtrongeſt proof, that the Codex Stephani y is the ſame as 
the Codex Vatabli. Now this manuſcript omits the whole of 1 John 
v. 7. and clearly proves therefore, as the Codex y is one of thoſe, 
which are quoted at that yerſe, that Stephens's ſemicircle is miſplaced, 
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CODICES THOME HARCELENS!Is, 


The name of this editor of the Philoxenian verſion 
ſhould be expreſſed in Latin by Thomas Harcelenſis, 
(not Heracleenſis) and in Engliſh by © Thomas of Har. 
kel,“ (not Charkel); See Note 1 5. to ch. vii. ſect. 11. 


pAGE 329. 91 


291. Our author ſhould have ſaid at the beginning 
of the ſeventh century. See the Notes 18—22. to ch. 


vii. ſect. 111. Lane i + hl 
292. See chap. vii. ſect. 11. with the notes to that 
ſection. cle whey 10% bob. 
7 4 re . PAGE 330. ic) f 11 


293. Namely, at leaſt two manuſcripts of the Goſpels, 
one of the Acts, and two of the Epiſtles. See Wet- 
ſtein's Prolegomena, p. 112, 113. and Ridley de Verl, 

294. Wetſtein's Prolegomena, p. 113. 

295. In the Orient. Bibl. Vol. XVI. p. 164168. 
where our author reviews White's edition of the Phuloxe- 
nian verſion, he gives examples of orthographical erro!s 
in the Greek readings in the margin of that verſion, 4 
written in Ridley's manuſcript ; they relate chiefly to 
confuſion of o with e, and « with n and e, as may be 
ſeen on conſulting White's edition. In the Or. Rb. 
Vol. XVII. p. 126—133. he has printed a letter writ 
ten by Profeſſor Adler, from which it appears that the 
Greek marginal readings in the Codex Angelicus are 
{ſtill more inaccurately written than in Ridley's m_ 
ſcript. But the MS. in which” they are moſt correct 
written, is that noted by Adler Codex Afemanian” 
2. Which our author has omitted to mention, thoug 
he publiſhed in his Orient. Bibl. Vol. XVIII. p. na 
Adler's account of it. This learned writer alſo, in M 
Verſ. Syr. p. 65. ſays of this manuſcript, Græcæ v0 


o . 5 0 
accuratius etiam quam in precedent! eee 
1.) abſque mendo fere exaratæ ſunt, ſed minus _ 5 

296. The marginal Greek readings in the Philo 
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correſpond to the Syriac both in ſenſe and in form, whe- 
ther adopted in the Syriac from the Greek, or in the 
Greek Teſtament from the Syriac. Of this kind are all 
the examples produced by our author, except v9gias and 
europe. 2. Such as correſpond to the Syriac in ſenſe 
only: of this kind are vd and tune. 3. Such as 


differ both in form and in ſenſe, and denote a various 


reading. But theſe laſt are not numerous. It may be 
obſerved of the Greek readings in general which are noted 
in this verſion, that they are of much leſs importance 


| than the Syriac ; they frequently betray great ignorance, 


and it is often difficult to comprehend for what purpoſe 


| they are added. For theſe reaſons Profeſſor Storr, in 


the Repertorium, Vol. VII. p. 1 5.:abſolutely denies that 
the Greek readings, proceeded from Thomas of Hera- 
clea, or, as he ought to be called, Thomas of Harkel. 

297. The Syriac marginal notes of the Philoxenian 


verſion may be divided into two principal claſſes. 1. Cri- 


tical, 2. Explanatory. The former relate ſometimes 
to the collated Greek manuſcripts, at other times to the 
old Syriac verſion, and perhaps frequently to both. The 


latter are likewiſe of a twofold nature, referring ſome- 


times to the Syriac tranſlation, at other- times to the 
Gfeek: originake/s+ 530 tn tens tg | 
| r Ons AUE 384. nut: 

298. As fe L, the marginal reading of the Phi- 
loxenian verſion, John i. 18. is in the old Syriac/in the 
text itſelf, it is evident that reference is made to this 
verſion. But whether the editor of the Philoxenian ver- 
hon intended at the ſame time to ſignify that the ſame 
reading, namely noroyerng S205, was allo in his Greek ma- 
nuſcripts, is at preſent difficult to determine: it is how- 
ever highly probable; ſince poroyerns Seog is the reading 
of the Alexandrine edition, as appears from the quo- 
tations of Clement, Origen, Cyril, and Athanaſius, and 
rom the Coptic and Ethiopic verſions. But of the ma- 
nuſtipts which have been collated in modern times, the 

odex Stephani u, and Colbertinus 2844. alone have 
this reading. | 


D d d 4 299. This 
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299. This addition might likewiſe have been found 
in the Alexandrine manuſcripts, collated by Thomas, as 
well as in the old Syriac, for it is both in the Coptic 
and Ethiopic. The only manuſcripts, in which modern 
critics have diſcovered it, are the Cyprius, Colb. 604.3. 
Mediczus, and the Codices'Regii 50. and 64. as marked 


at preſent.” (+. JBOSS Banger: | 

300. This is a miſtake; for Thomas, the editor of 
the Philoxenian verſion, lived in the ſeventh century, as 
appears from the Notes 18—22.” to chap. vii. ſect. 11. 


i 


dem. pA G'F- 332. A 29009 

301. The charge, though not probable, is not wholly 
incredible, as appears from Note 2. to this ſection. Nor 
was the influence of the church of Rome inconſiderable 
even in Alexandria, eſpeclally in the fourth and fifth cen- 
turies, in which period the MSS: collated by Thomas 
were probably written. Vid. Semleri Commentarii hiſ- 
toriet de antiquo Chriſtianorum ſtatu, Tom. I. § 82. 
302. Reid ſeyenth century | 
303. On this ſubject the learned and fagacious Wet- 
ſtein has been very unjuſtly expoſed to ridicule, to which 
Dr. Ridley's eloquence, in the fifteenth ſection of his 
Diſſertation de verſionibus Syriacis, has not à little con- 
tributed. It has been aſſerted, that Wetſtein's conjec- 
ture, that theſè four manuſcripts were uſed by Thomas, 
muſt be without foundation, becauſe it appears from 
the ſubfeription to che Philoxenian verſion, that three 
at the mot were collated for the Goſpels. - But it has 
been fetally forgotten, that Thomas collated allo one 
mariuſeript/for the Acts of the Apoſtles, a book which 
is not contained in the- Codex Stephani 1, and at leaſt 
two for tho epiſtles, which are neither in the Cod. Ste- 
phant u, nor in the Cantabtigienſis This citcumſtance 
alone therefore decides nothing, fince of theſe four ma- 
nuſcripts he might have uſed three for the Goſpels, one 
for the Acts, and two for the Epiſtles, viz. N 
andrinus and Ephrem, in which alone, of theſe four, the 


| th 
epiſtles are contained. This remark is made, -_ == 
a view of defending the opinion of Wetſtein, Which 4 
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he confuted on other grounds, as appears from the Notes 
to theſe four manuſcripts, but merely to reſcue a cha- 
rater, to which ſacred criticiſm is under the higheſt obli- 
rations, from the charge of an abſurdity. | 

304. To each of the following Syriac quotations our 
author has ſubjoined a, German, tranſlation, for which, 
inſtead of tranſlating it into Engliſh, I have ſubſtituted 
White's Latin tranſlation, which correſponds to the Sy- 
riac as accurately as poſſible. I have likewiſe corrected 
from White's text ſome inaccuracies in our author, and 
have made ſome triſling alterations in the ſtatement of 
thoſe examples, which in the, original ſeemed obſcure, 


| Or PAGEAZSI.1 ne; ; 210 
zog. If I, underſtand our. author rightly, he means 
that ore ſhould be written zo, and hl written 
aol. With reſpect to the latter, the very ſame ortho- 
graphy which is found in Ridley's MS. or in the Oxford 
edition, is obſexved likewiſe in the Cod; Aſſemanianus 2. 
the moſt correct manuſcript of the Philoxenian verſion 
litherto diſcovered. See Adler's Verſ. Syr. p. 123. In 
regard to the former, it is more probable that Thomas 
actually wrote oe, as found in Ridley's Ms., than 
as, as our author conjectures, becauſe there is added 
in Greek, Buaga6s (Bngagaba), which, correſponds to the 
dyriac as written in the manuſcript, but not to our au- 
thor's alteration: and it neceſſarily follows, that if Tho- 
mas wrote in Syriac lz, he wrote in Greek Bg aH , 
but the Greck is not, written, in this manner in the Phi- 
loxenian verſion. The following is, perhaps the true 
ſtatement of this example. In the text of the Philoxe- 
man, as well as the old Syriac verſion, John i. 28. we 
ind lars A, which correſponds. to BnJane : but Tho- 
mas, on collating his Alexandrine MSS. found here a 
different reading, which is uſually written Big a tag, but 
"3 eicher written BrgagE, in the manuſcript uſed by 
homas, or he took it for ſuch: he wrote therefore in 
the margin of his new edition BuNagαEA, (for the omiſ- 
hon of $ is the erratum of a copyiſt, as will appear * 
the 
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the following note) and expreſſed this reading in Syria 
by a twotold orthography, or and ß, both of which 
denote agate, thereby intending. to fignify, that as B. 
Save in the Greek had a various reading Bndapa, 10 
the Syriac. EI . ſhould have likewiſe a various read. 
ing, which might be expreſſed either rf 2 or tao 
tal;f The coincidence of the Greek reading, as written 
in the margin of the Philoxenian verſion, with the two 
modes of expreſſing the ſame in Syriac, clearly fhey 
that no inverſion has taken place in the Syriac through 
the negligence of a copyiſt, unleſs we ſuppoſe that mere 
accident has produced the fame inverſion in all thre 
words, which is wholly incredible. 


306. Admitting that the ancient Syrians pronounced 


as if it were written O2, which no one howere 
can poſitively affirm, it is no neceſſary conſequence tha, 
becauſe they dropped the Tau in ſpeaking Syriac, they 
therefore left out Theta in writing Greek, eſpecially x 
ADS itſelf, even if pronounced in that manner, as nut 
written without the Tau. In fact Bnzeaga, in Ridley)“ 
copy, is a mere erratum for BS., as appears from 
the more correct manuſcript the Codex Afſemaniamu 2. 
in which Theta is very diſtinctly expreſſed. See Adlers 
r tot ominy ton of noingo 145 
30 Tn — therefbre proceeded not from Thoms, 
the orie the Philoxenian verſion, but from a former 
Syrlan proprietor of Ridley's manuſeript, who had er 
amined different copies of it. White alſo expreſſly te. 
lates, that it was written a recentiori manu. Sec l 
note ta this patlage, p. 6239393. 
308. In 2 Vercellenſs, Veronenſis, and Corbeienſs 
but in a different poſition. See Blanchini Evangelium 
adruplex, P. I. p. 276, 277. Buß en 

2 09. The 2.2 ae een _ 
deset. quia defecit vinum eorum: but this claule | 
found, not in the firſt verſe, to which the marginal * 
ing of the Philoxenian verſion refers, but in the — 
verſe, where v5eenrevro; is uſed in the Greek. | 
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his, and the preceding note, it is reaſonable to ſuppoſe 

at the reference of the Philoxenian verſion is originally 
miſtake, and that it properly belongs to the third verſe, 
here it is poſſible that Thomas found in Greek MSS. 
he reading in queſtion, but certainly not in the firſt. 


| (111357 eE 3314. 
310. Alſo in the Ethiopic, and Armenian, and in 
pre inſtance in Origen. © See Grieſbach in loco. 


311. Rather Xa anne. 0 


10! YA @E- 335. | 
312. In the Coptic this reading is wholly omitted 
dee Wet ſtein and Grieſbach in lotto 
313. That no ſingle manuſcript, among the four 
ich Wetſtein believed to have been collated at Alex- 
ndria, has all the variations which are noted in the four 
i{t chapters of St. John, in the margin of the Philoxe- 
Nan verſion, is no argument againſt Wetſtein's opinion; 
dr, as Thomas ſelected readings from more than one MS. 
e cannot expect to find them all in one alone. Wet- 
ein's adverſaries therefore have no reaſon to triumph, 
Ince this argument, by which they endeavour to con- 
te his opinion, is not more ſolid than thoſe, by which 
e endeavoured to eſtabliſh it. Profeſſor Adler, in his 
erl. Syr. p. 132. makes the following very juft' obſer- 
ation, particularly in reference to the Codex Cantabri- 
tenſis, Quæ quidem ſententia, me judice, eo probari 
on poteſt, quod lectiones hujus codicis ſingulares in ſuis 
uoque exemplis invenerit, neque eo refelli, quod vel 
las varietates obſervaverit criticus, quæ in Cantabrigienſi 
eint, plures enim codices eum conſuluiſſe ſcimus, vel 
ultas omiſerit que in Cantabrigienſi ſerventur, non 
um omnes codicum ſuorum lectiones, ſed eas tantum 
tuliſſe videtur, quæ ipſi probabiliores haberentur. 
This learned writer has, in the above-mentioned work, 


79 132. given a very complete and accurate colla- 


jon of the marginal readings of the Philoxenian verſion 


of 


W \ A 5 8 
= 1 3 * = 


r Ins 


796 NOTES TO CHAP. vIII. SECF. vi. 


of the four Goſpels, with ſome of the beſt Greek MS, 
now extant, of which collation the following is the reſult 
Itaque inter xxx cireiter varietates centies tricies fer 
conſentiunt codices Vaticanus, Ephrem, Cantabrigienſ 
Stephani n, Reuchlini, Colb. 2844. Leiceſtrenſis, Ut, 
2. Vindob. 31. et undevigeſies ſolus Cantabrigienjs, 
E quo maniteſte patet codices Thomæ e recenſione Con: 
ſtantinopolitana, quam exhibent plurimi codices Mo. 
quenſes, longiſſime abeſſe, et vel mixtum ex Alexar- 


andrina et Occidentali contextum exhibuiſſe, vel alios ad 


illam, alios ad hanc recenſionem pertinuiſſe. P. 05 
after having examined the queſtion, whether the « 
Cant, was in the number of the manuſcripts _ 
by Thomas, and anſwered it in the negative, he a ; 
Quicquid fit, illud tamen extra omnem — 
ponitur codices Thomæ ſimillimos fuiſſe Cantabrigienſ, 
quo non tantum hui codici, fed etiam . — 0 
vum pretium accedit. Imo codices Thomæ me an 
me juciec, habende ſunt, illis quibus in edenda ver yo 
uifus fuerat Philoxenus vel Polycarpus, quæ _ is : 
eandem recenſionem ſequatur, multas recepit lections 
quæ in probatis exemplis vix reperiantur. 


18 . Fe 39. | 
314. In no critical edition of the Greek auge 
becauſe Grieſbach's, which is the laſt that con N 


| in | , Was 
tracts from all the known manuſcripts and verſions, 


publiſhed, before White's edition. The lard —_ 
therefore could draw from no other ſource, 0 the r 
tracts of Wetſtein. But a very complete Fo va” 
the text of the Philoxenian verſion 15 3 þ au . 
the ſeventh volume of the Repertorium; an 50 roper 
ginal readings, to which the preſent an 3 
confined, in the above- quoted work of Profe apo 

315. Namely in the Codex eee vel * 
Adler's Verſ. Syr. p. 90, 91. N. B. It mu 1 
poſed that the expreſſion * fifty-· third re ok 
in the ſentence following that to whic . 
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; an erratum; for the ancient x:©axzin were more nu- 
merous, than our modern chapters. 

216. Our author has here printed a letter from Ad- 
ler, relative to the Philoxenian verſion, but an extract 
z here unneceſſary, becauſe at preſent the moſt complete 
information may be had in Adler's own publication, 
Verl. Syr. p. 79=—1 Fin where thoſe marginal readings, 
which are not found in Ridley's manuſcript, are care- 
fully diſtinguiſhed from thoſe, which it has either in 
common with other manuſcripts of this verſion, or pe- 


culiar to itſelt. 


317. Storr and Adler have brought us at leaſt to an 
intermediate ſtate, between infancy and manhood. 


ated 
dds, | oft 3 
nem  CONEX. TIGURINHYS. 


ent, 318. Wetſtein ſays, Deprehendi autem certis indiciis 
e- inunc codicem eſſe awoyeaÞov editionis Eraſmi prime. 
e This manuſcript is preſerved in the library belonging 
none to che town of Zürich in Switzerland. See Wetſtein, 
10 Vol. 1]. p. 1 6. li 


CODE AU LE TRINITATIS. 


319. This manuſcript is at preſent not to be found 
nent, in the library of Trinity Hall: nor does James mention 
een his Catalogue, publiſhed in 1600. Mill himſelf 

we ces not ſay that he ever ſaw it there, but relates only 
dito (Frol. 1470.) that he had received ſome extracts of tha 
© er it epiſtle of St. Peter, and the firſt of St. John, from 
on of Dr. Batteley, who told him they were taken ſome years 
before from an ancient Lectionarium belonging to Tri- 


nity Hall. 


CO DEX TRITHEMII. 


; Sumo FAE 337. | 
320. Trithemius, or, according to his German name, 
litenhetm, was a Benedictine Abbot, firſt in the mo- 
Ty of Spanheim in the Electorate of Mayntz, and 
| afterwards 


naſt 
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afterwards in that of St. James in Würzburg. He did 

in 1516. | 9 
321. The German title is, Reuſs Beſchreibung einige 

Handſchriften der Univerſitäts-Bibliothek zu Tübingen. 


CODICES UFFENBACHIANI 


322. The Codices Uffenbachiani are deſcribed in the 
Bibliotheca Uffenbachiana MSta, ſeu Catalogus et r. 
cenſio MStorum codicum qui in bibliotheca Zach. Con 
ab Uffenbach Trajecti ad Mœnum adſervantur, et in 
varias claſſes diſtinguuntur, quorum priores J. H. Mai 
Prof. Ord. Gieſſenſis recenſuit, reliquas poſſeſſor ip 
digeſſit. Halæ Herm. 1720, fol. | 


1/4 PAGE 338. 

323. The common reading Epheſ. vi. 22. is wa hm 
Ta Tees nwwv, Which gives a perfectly good ſenſe, and! 
well adapted to the context. The manuſcript in que. 
tion has here a yore r Teps vw, Which is not good 
ſenſe, and vu is evidently an erratum of a copyil tot 
pw, for which reaſon Grieſbach has not noted it. ut 
our author, in order to procure it a ſenſe, divides um 
into two words, and omits the xa, whether by accident 
or deſign I know not. But it is probable that here b 
typographical error, and that he meant wa yup re 73 5 
UAWY, 

324. Our author conſiders therefore the Codex Ufen- 
bachianus 3. of which Bengel has given a few extra 
as the ſame with that which Profeſſor Schulz diſcovered 
in the Univerſity Library of Gieſſen: Grieſbach on the 
contrary conſiders them as two diftin& manuſcripts . 
noting the one Codex 101. or Uffenbachianus 3. 1 
other Codex 122. or Codex Gieſſenſis. It is necelif 
therefore to examine which of theſe two eminent ont 
is miſtaken. Now there is a paſſage in Bengel * 
ductio in Criſin Nov. Teſt. $ 7. which ſeems to. fl 


the matter out of doubt. Addi poterat Uff. 3. qui b 
bet Ev. Johannis, et cu quidem eſt, fed plan 
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cens, et cum edd. priſcis Baſileenſibus ita congruit, ut ex 


rum aliqua deſcriptus exiſtimari debeat. Tres hoſce, 


et Hirſaugienſem illum, et alia complura, impertiit no- 


bis Z. C. ab Uffenbach. Here the Codex Hirſaugienſis 


Ci; manifeſtly diſtinguiſhed from the three Codices UF- 


fenbachiani denoted 1, 2, 3. and this very Codex Hir- 
ſfaugienſis is that which is now at Gieſſen, being written 
by Nicolaus monachus Hirſaugienſis, as appears from 
the ſubſcription. Beſides, the Uffenbachianus 3. is, ac- 
cording to Bengel, a copy of the Baſel edition; the Cod. 
Hirſaugienſis, preſerved at Gieſſen, according to Maius, 


who collated it, and whoſe extracts Schulz communi- 


cated to our author, is a copy of the Codex Trithemii, 
preſerved in the Bodleian. Grieſbach therefore has very 
properly diſtinguiſhed them. But whether this eminent 
critic has not made another miſtake, in reckoning as two 


former of which he terms Hirſaugienſis, the latter Gieſ- 
ſenſis, which appear to be one and the ſame manuſcript, 


I leave to his own deciſion. See Note 195. 


COD EX BIB. S. VICTORIS. 


225. Our author therefore has counted the ſame ma- 


mulcript twice. 


CODEX UPSALENSIS. 


A manuſcript of the Acts, the Epiſtles of St. Paul, 
and the catholic epiſtles, has been collated, and deſcrib- 
ed by Profeſſor Aurivillius, in the following work, Codex 
manuſcriptus Græcus Novi Fœderis, e bibliotheca Aca- 
demica Upſalienk deſcriptus, et collatus a P. F. Aurivillio, 
Upfaliz 1786, 4to. 


COUITCTRE USSEREL 
Fi -& 


„ Hic, PAGE 339. 
326. Theſe two manuſcripts of Uſher have been the 
ſubject 
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ſubje& of many conjectures, among the critics of the 
New Teſtament. Where Uſher procured them is un- 
known, but it is certain, that after his death, which hap- 
pened March 2oth, 1656, they were purchaſed, with 
his other manuſcripts and printed books, which amount: 
ed together to ten thouſand, by the officers and ſoldier 
of Cromwell's army, who ſent them over to Ireland, 
where they were depoſited in Dublin Caſtle. Ther 
they remained till the Reſtoration, when they were tran: 
| ferred to the library of Trinity College in Dublin, where 
the two manuſcripts in queſtion, the Codex Uſſer. 1. 4 
2. were collated by Dodwell for Fell's edition, and by 
Bulkeley for that of Mill. See Parr's Life of Uſher, ). 
89—102. Fells preface to his edition of the Gretk 
Teſtament, and Mill's Prol. $ 1459. Wetſtein's con- 


jecture therefore, (Prol. p. 52.) that the Cod. Uſer. 


(now marked D. 20. in the library of Trinity College, 
Dublin, ſee the Cat. MSS. Angl. et Heb. T. II. P. 
p. 28. Ne. 414.) is the ſame as the Cod. Henrici Goog, 
ſeems improbable, becauſe Walton, in the Catalogue d 
MSS. prefixed to the Variantes Lectiones Novi Tel 
tamenti in the laſt volume of the London Polrg!ot 
which was publiſhed in 1657, a year after Uſher's death 
deſcribes the Codex Henrici Googe, as being at thit 
time the property of Dr. Henry Googe, who had late 
been Fellow of Trinity College in Cambridge. { 
however poſſible, that the collation of the Codex Go! 
had been made many years before the publication dl 
the Polyglot, that Uſher bought the manuſcript ſhort 
before his death, and that Walton, ignorant of t 
circumſtance, deſcribed it as being the proper © 
the ſame perſon, as it was, when the collation 
made. p 
The Codex Uſſerii 2. is noted F. 1. See N'. u 
the page of the above - quoted Catalogue. Before i 
manuſcript came into the hands of Archbiſhop * 
it had belonged, according to Mill, Prol. § 1400. © 
Dr. Goad, (which Wetſtein, Prol. p. 52. has 1 
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" into Dr. Good) for which Mull quotes the authority of 
ap Uſher, * utt notavit Utferins.” Uſher therefore muſt 
i lare made a memorandum to thus purport, in the be- 
n. Einning of the book, which was obſerved by Dr. Bulk- 
n , Who communicated the account to Mill: ſince it 
nd does not appear that, Uſher has given any account of it 
en n print. But there is another part of the hiſtory of this 
l. manufcript, which is not perfectly clear. Mill is of opi- 
or nion, (Prol. 2460.) that the manuſcript in queſtion came 


tom the hands of this Dr. Goad into the library of 
a manuel College in Cambridge, and that it is the very 
ane as that, which Walton quotes in the ſixth volume 


4 of che London Polyglot by the abbreviation Em. In 
. bis opinion he is followed both by Wetſtein, and our 
by author. Now, to prevent miſtakes; It 1s neceſſary to 


r. obberre, that the abbreviation. Em. in the Variantes | 
1 Lecdiones Novi Teſtamenti in the London Polyglot, does 

| not denote the ſame thing in the Goſpels as in the Epiſ- 
by ſles. Walton, in his Catalogue of manuſcripts, prefixed 
Ie che Variantes Lectiones, mentions a manuſcript of 
, ce Epiſtles belonging to Emmanuel Library, which is 
" ſtill preſerved there, and has been deſcribed above by 
tat eur author under the title Cant. 3. But Walton very 
frequently quotes readings from a MS. Em. in the 
Golpels, and yet takes no notice in his Catalogue of 
M other than that of the Epiſtles. Mill, (Prol. § 1460.) 
on comparing Walton's extracts from the MS. Em. 
ich thoſe which he had received from the Uſſer. 2. 


f a 

10 ound that they frequently agreed. He conjectured 
yd Verefore that they were one and the ſame manuſcript, 
12 and that the Uſſer. 2. which was in his time, and is {till 


Preſerved in Trinity College in Dublin, had formerly 


bel 


6 onged to Emmanuel College in Cambridge, and was 
te firſt. part of a manuſeript of the Greek Teſtament, 
lter That of che, Epiſtles, which remains there at preſent, be- 
ois che ſecond. © This, which Mill gives as mere con- 


|Cture, has been converted by Pfaff into matter of fact. 

2 codem Collegio (ſc. Emmanuelis) extant etiam qua- 
puor evangelia nitidiſſimo charactere deſcripta, fed haud 
"OL. . Eee accurate. 
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accurate. Pfaff de var. Nov. Teſt. lectionibus, cap. v. 
ſect. 4. But, as Pfaff neither had nor could have ſeen 
this manuſcript, and has evidently copied from Mill, as 
appears from his uſing the ſame words, it is clear that 
he has ſtrengthened Mill's expreſſions, ſo as to exceed 
the bounds of truth. It 1s certain, as I have found on 
examination, not only that no Greek manuſcript of the 
Goſpels is at preſent in Emmanuel Library, but that no 
ſuch manuſcript ever was there. No article of the kind 
zs to be found in any catalogue belonging to that library, 
not even in that made in the middle of the laſt century 
by the celebrated Barnes, who was many years Fellow 
of that College: which catalogue is printed in the Cata- 
logi librorum manuſcriptorum Angliz et Hiberniz in 
unum collecti. Oxoniz 1697, folio. Nor does James, 


in his Ecloga Oxonio-Cantabrigienſis, Londini 1600, 


4to. mention, in his Catalogue of manuſcripts belonging 
to Emmanuel College, any one that contains the Goſpels. 
Pfaff's aſſertion therefore, and Mills conjecture, are 
wholly ungrounded. Still further, the premiſes, on 
which Mill founded his concluſion, are themſelves pre- 
carious. For on comparing Walton's extracts from 
the MS. Em. with thoſe of Mill from the Uſer. 2. 
in the firſt chapter of St. Matthew alone, I found not 
only that Walton frequently quotes remarkable readings 
from the MS. Em. where Mill has none from the 
Uſer. 2. and vice verſa, but that Mill quotes Bud as 
a various reading to Afw# from the Uſſer. 2. where 
Walton fays that it is totally wanting in the MS. 
Em. It is probable therefore that the MS. Em. and 
the Uſrer. 2. denote two diſtinct manuſcripts. Be- 
ſides, it is wholly inconceivable, that a Greek manu. 
ſcript of the Goſpels, if it once belonged to Emmanuel 
College, ſhould ever become the property of Uſher ; for 
it is not in the power of any learned ſociety to part wi 
treaſures of that nature, and a literary theft would have 
been inconſiſtent with the character of Uſher. 
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CODICES LAURENTII VALLE. 


| PAGE 339. 
327. Laurentius Valla, one of the moſt learned men 
of the fifteenth century, was born at Placentia in 1407, 


and died at Rome in 1458. As he has given no de- 


ſcription of the manuſcripts which he collated, nor dif- 
tinguiſhed the readings of one manuſcript from thoſe of 
another, it is impoſſible at preſent to aſcertain them, 
though they are probably ſtill preſerved” in fome of the 
libraries of Italy. But whether we diſcover them or not 
1s of little importance, as the readings which he extract- 
ed, which Eraſmus publiſhed, and which have been in- 
ſerted in the critical editions of the Greek Teſtament, 
are generally ſuch as are found in manuſcripts of the leaſt 
antiquity, and the leaſt value. See Semler's Note 89. 
to Wetſtein's Prolegomena. 

328. Laurentius Valla has quoted no manuſcript 
Matth. v. 22. either for or againſt the omiſſion of «xy. 
At leaſt Wetſtein has quoted none from Valla's collection 
of various readings. | 


CODEX VATICANUS. 


The moſt complete catalogue of the Vatican manu- 
{cripts is that, which was publiſhed by the two Aſſemani 
in 1756, in 3 vols. fol. But this work is not to be pro- 
cured, as almoſt all the copies were burnt, ſoon after 
they were printed, in the fire which conſumed a wi 
of the Vatican. Another, though a much leſs perfect 
catalogue, is given in Montfaucon Bibliotheca biblio- 
thecarum, Tom. I. p. +—155. The moſt complete 
deſeription of the celebrated Codex Vaticanus, marked 
1209. 18 given in Birch's Prolegomena, p. 13—24. 


PAGE 342. 

329. When our author wrote this ſentence, he had 
not ſufficient data to form a compariſon between the 
teadings of the Vaticanus and the Alexandrinus in the 
Eee 2 Ne 
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New Teſtament ; but ſince the publication of Profeſſor 
Birch's Greek Teſtament, the compariſon has been made, 
and the two manuſcripts found to be as different in the 
New Teſtament as in the Old. See Note 339. 

330. This arrangement is confirmed alſo by the tefti- 
mony of Profeſſor Birch, (Prolegomena, p. 18, 19.) who 


thence deduces a concluſion ſimilar to that of our au- 


thor. Ex qua numerorum tranſpoſitione recte, ut opi- 
nor, conjici poterit epiſtolam ad Hebræos primitus locum 


obtinuiſſe inter epiſtolam ad Galatas, et eam quæ ad 


inſcribitur. It may be alſo obſerved, that the 
— at the end of St. Paul's epiſtles differ from 
thoſe which are found in moſt other Greek MSS. and 
which are aſcribed to Euthalius. In Birch's Prol. p. 1j. 
they are printed in parallel columns, whence it appear: 
that the ſubſcription to the firſt epiſtle to the Corinthuans, 
in the Cod. Vat. differs from that of the other Greek 
manuſcripts, even 1n regard to the place where the Apo 
tle is ſuppoſed to have written the epiſtle, the forme: 
having Weog cee &% £youQn aro £Qtoe, the latter ves; 
oed ing & EyeaPn ano CIA D. 


= 114 1 "PAGE 343: | 
+ 5 Reliqua hujus epiſtolæ (ſcil. ad Hebrzos, a 75 
ix. 14.) pars, una cum Johannis Apocalypfi, a e 
centi ex codice Beſſarionis aliquo, ut tradunt. ſupplentui. 
PD Birch Prol. p. 10. 
32. Literæ, non accentus et ſpiritus atramento 4 
terdum obductæ ſunt cum antiquior ſeriptura ine 
veſcere incepiſſet. Quod quo tempore tit _ . 
conſtat, ſummam tamen diligentiam et curam a _—_ 
adhibitam fuiſſe, plura ſunt quæ eg e 2 
Prol. p. 15. He then gives examples, in 0 - 
corrector has introduced readings from ot a _ 
ſcripts, but has ſtill preſerved the original tex 5 
inſtance, the original reading Matth. VII. 14 - * 
Cen, but the corrector preferring the reading 8 _— 
not retouched the o with freſh ink, like the othe 


; hi aves the 
and has drawn acroſs it a fine ſtroke, which lea 8 
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or | 
le, o fill viſible. He adds however, p. 16. Pauca obſer- 
he ravi loca in quibus emendator ſcalpillo uſus eſt, quo 
facilius hoc modo codicis lectionem ad ſuum exemplar 
fi. conformaret, ut Matth. xiv. 18. ubi a prima manu fu- 
ho erat KEAEYCATE, litera T linea transfigitur, atque ex 
ny, ultima & lineola media eraditur, qua correctione effecit 
pi- KEAEYCAC. Our author therefore is not accurate, in 
Im deſcribing the later readings, which have been intro- 
ad duced into this manuſcript, as if they were noted only 
che in the margin. | 
om 333. The Daniſh title of this publication is Beſkri- 
nd welle over Graeſke Handſ{kripter of det Nye Teſtament. 
17. 3:4. This he has performed in his Prolegomena, 
ars b. 1324. | 
ins, 335. In the fac ſimile publiſhed by Blanchini, are 
ck neither accents nor marks of aſpiration, and Montfau- 
l- con, in his Bibliotheca bibliothecarum, Tom. I. p. 3. 
mer deſcribes it Codex Bibliorum Græce, charactere unciali 
72 et rotundo, fine accentibus, quinti, ſextive ſeculi. But 
Birch, who has very carefully examined this manuſcript, 
exprefily declares that it has both. Accentus et ſpiri- 
tus, quorum ultimi antiquam ſervant figuram , ab, 
cp, pla prima manu literis ſunt impoſiti, quod Blanchinus 
re- adnotare neglexit. This indeed is no abſolute proof 
tut. againſt its antiquity, for on a wall in the ruins of Her- 
1255 culaneum was found a verſe of Euripides, written with 
) 111 accents. See Le pitture antiche d'Ercolano, Tom. II. p. 
fa 34. But, though accents were uſed by grammarians in the 


firſt century, and indeed ſome time before the Birth of 
Chriſt, yet they do not appear to have been introduced 
into manuſcripts of the Greek Teſtament in general be- 
fore the ſeventh century. The moſt ancient manuſcripts 
of the Greek Teſtament in uncial letters, and with ac- 


graphia, are the Claromontanus, and Sangermanentis ; 
in which accents and ſpirits are written preciſely of rhe 
lame form, as thoſe which, according to Birch, are ir 
the Vaticanus. See the Palzogr. p. 216, 219. More- 
over, they are only a ſecunda manu in the Ciaroimor. 

1 3 Anus, 


cents, which Montfaucon has deſcribed in his Palæœ o 
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* * SLIT 
„ 3 5 


806 NOTES TO CHAP. VI1L. SECT. VI. 


tanus, though a prima manu in the Sangermanenſis 
Now as Birch expreſſly declares that theſe marks are a 
rima manu in the Vaticanus, we might conclude, if we 
had no other data, that it was not written before the 
ſeventh century. On the other hand, though they were 
not in common uſe before the ſeventh century, they 
were ſometimes uſed in manuſcripts of the Greek Tel. 
tament, even 1n the fifth century : for Euthalius, who 
lived in the fifth century, publiſhed an edition of St. 
Paul's epiſtles, with accents. See Wetſtein's Prolego- 
mena, p. 73. | 2 


| PAGE 344. 
336. In the Cod. Alex. they are alſo larger, if Blan- 
chint has obſerved a due proportion in his fac fimile of 
theſe two manuſcripts, in the plates annexed to P. 1. 
p. 492. There is likewiſe ſome difference in the forma- 
tion of the letters, though the difference 1s not material. 
The abbreviations in the Cod. Vat. are very few, being 
confined to thoſe words which are in general abbrevi- 
ated, ſuch as Sec, xvgos, nous, Xeiros, Which are written 
GC. KC. IC. XC. Nor is any difference obſerved in the 
ſize of the letters, which in other manuſcripts are gene- 
rally larger at the beginning of a ſection : but in the 
Cod. Vat. they are all of the ſame ſize, except at the 
beginning of a book. See Birch's Prol. p. 14. This 
a proof of very great antiquity. | 
337. As it appears from a compariſon of different 
Greek inſcriptions, that the Greek characters during the 
fix firſt centuries underwent little alteration, the relem- 
blance between the letters of the Cod. Vat. and thoſe ol 
the pillar of Hippolytus afford no proof, that the manu- 
{cript was written in the ſame century as the inſcription, 
as our author juſtly obſerves. For by a ſimilar argu 
ment it might be ſhewn, that the Cod. Vat. was written 
in the firſt century, fince Birch relates, in his Prol. p. 14: 
that its characters reſemble thoſe of the Greek mand 
ſcripts, which have been diſcovered in the ruins of Hef. 
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culaneum. On the other hand, theſe circumſtances 
united afford a very ſtrong preſumption, that it was not 
written later than the ſixth century. 


PAGE 345. 
338. As a diviſion of the Greek Teſtament into ſec- 


| tions 15 attended with great convenience, and the ancient 


tranſcribers in general adopted for that purpole the 
xO2>ziz and ria of Euſebius, it is probable that the 
writer of the Codex Vaticanus would not have been 


ſingular in this reſpect, and that he would have adopted 
| them hkewiſe, if they had been known to him. The 


omiſſion of them therefore in the Codex Vaticanus, 
though no proof that it was written before the time of 
Euſebius, is at leaft a preſumptive argument that it was 
written before the canons of Euſebius were in general 
uſe in the country where the tranſcriber lived. And by 
the ſame mode of reaſoning, as was uſed at the end of 
Note 122. with reſpe& to the Codex Bezæ, we may 
conclude that the Codex Vaticanus was certainly written 
before the cloſe of the fifth century. 

339. Affirmare non dubito, inter omnes qui hodie 
extant manuſcriptos N. T. codices, vix ullum reperiri, 
cui eadem tribuenda fit dignitas atque auctoritas, five 
codicis antiquitatem, five ipſam textus indolem ſpectes. 
Nullus Origeniano textui propius accedit, et tam multas 
exhibet lectiones in quibus cum Origene ſolus convenit, 
Mira in lectionibus quoque ſingularibus cernitur con- 
venientia cum Codd. Pariſ. 9. 62. Cantabrigienſi et 
illa antiqua Verſione Syra, quæ ſæculo poſt C. N. ſexto 
ſub auſpiciis Philoxeni facta, inſequenti ſæculo cura ac 
ſtudio Thomæ Harclenſis ad græcos codices correcta et 


perfecta fuit. Birch Prolegomena, p. 19. 


As the ſubject here relates to the internal excellence of 
the Cod. Vat. and the value of its readings, it may not 
be improper to ſubjoin a tranſlation of the beſt critical 
deſcription which has been hitherto given of this manu- 
ſeript: for Dr. Semler, in the work which has been fre- 
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quently quoted, has judiciouſly avoided an inquiry, for 
which ſufficient materials had not at that time been collect. 
ed; and our author himſelf acknowledges that, if he had 
publiſhed his Introduction two years later, he could hare 
communicated more information. This will be amply 
{upplied by the following account, which 1s taken from 
a German periodical publication, the Allgemeine Lite- 
ratur- Zeitung for 1789, Vol. I. p. 237. It is the reſult 
of a very accurate compariſon of the readings produced 
by Birch from the Codex Vaticanus, with thoſe of ſome 
of the beſt Greek manuſcripts collated by Wetſtein, and 
others. It diſcovers the hand of a maſter in the art of 
criticiſm, and though the author is not known to the 


public, it is not unworthy of the pen of Grieſbach. 


The Codex Vaticanus has a great reſemblance to the 
manuſcripts noted by Wetſtein C. D. L. 1. 13. 33. 69. 


102. and to the Latin, Coptic, and Ethiopic verſions; 
but it is preferable to moſt of them, in being almoſt en- 
tirely free from thoſe undeniable interpolations, and arbi- 
trary corrections, which are very frequently found in the 
above-mentioned manuſcripts, eſpecially in D. 1. and 69. 
It may be applied therefore as a mean not only of con- 


firming their genuine readings, but of detecting and cor- 


recting thoſe that are ſpurious. It is written with great 
accuracy, and 1s evidently a faithful copy of the more 
ancient manuſcript, from which it was tranſcribed. Fe- 
culiar readings, or ſuch as are found neither in other 
manuſcripts nor ancient verſions, are ſeldom diſcovered 
in the Codex Vaticanus; and of the few which have 


been actually found, the greateſt part are of little im- 


portance. But in proportion as the number of ſuch read- 
ings is ſmall, the number of thoſe is great, in ſupport of 
which few only, though ancient authorities, have been 
hitherto produced. But this manuſcript has not through: 


out the whole N. T. the ſame uniform text. In the firlt 


and greateſt part of St. Matthew's Goſpel it follows a fe. 
cenſion, which is different from that obſerved in the otne! 
Goſpels : for in that of St. Matthew, if we except the 
few lait chapters, it approaches nearer to the Lol 
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than to the Codices C. and L. Here it ſeldom coin- 
cides with the two laſt, where they differ from the firſt, 
if we except thoſe particular caſes where the Codd. 1. 33. 
have allo the ſame reading, for then the Cod. Vaticanus 
accedes in general to theſe three or four manuſcripts. 
On the other hand, it has in this part of St. Matthew's 
| Golpel a great number of readings which have been hi- 
therto dilcoyered in the Cod. D. alone. It is alſo very 
nearly allied to the Cod. 1. and in many paragraphs the 
alliance is ſomewhat greater than to the Cod. D. ſo that 
a conſiderable number of the lectiones ſingulares of the 
Cod. 1. are obſerved in the Cod. Vaticanus. Next to 


be theſe manuſcripts, it reſembles none in a greater degree 

than the Cod. 33. But in the latter part of St. Matthew 
he it deviates from theſe, and accedes very ſenſibly to the 
9. WF Codd. L. and 102. and this is continued as far as the 
S; middle of St. Mark's Goſpel. During this portion it 
n- departs widely from the Cod. D. and coincides in a very 
bi. remarkable manner either with one or with both of the 
he Codd. L. and 102. in lectiones ſingulares, and even in 
9. their very minutiæ. But to determine the degree of af- 
J0- finity between the Cod. Vat. and the Cod. L. it is neceſ- 
or- lary to compare the readings of the former, not only with 
eat thoſe which Wetſtein has given of the latter, but with 
ore the more copious extracts in Grieſbach's Symbolæ Cri- 


Pe- tick. From the middle of St. Mark's Goſpel the Cod. 


ner 102. is defective; but the agreement between the Codd. 
red Vat. and L. is ſtill continued, and that in ſo great a de- 
ave gree, that, though the affinity of the Cod. L. to the 
m- Cod. C. is very great, its affinity to the Vaticanus is ſtill 
ad- greater. The ſame analogy is continued through the 


of Goſpel of St. Luke, where the Cod. Vat. and L. almoſt 
een unverſally coincide. And as the Codd. D. and 1. agree 


gb. wich the Cod. L. more frequently in this Goſpel than in 
iſt that of St. Mark, their deviation from the Vaticanus is 
e- of courſe leſs ſenfible in the former, than in the latter. 
ber WU it even there the characteriſtic readings of the Cod. D. 
- | Cccur ſeldom in the Vatican manuſcript. Since there- 
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Codd. Vat. and L. were evidently derived from the fame 
ſource, they may be reciprocally applied in order to cor- 


pAGE 


rect their miſtakes, and to ſeparate the drofs from the = 
genuine gold. | My 
With the Cod. A. the Vatican manuſcript ſeldon Ml lat 
agrees, and in characteriſtic readings hardly in any in- 480 
ftance, if we except the omiſſion of Luke xxii. 43, 14. Ml : . 
where the Vatican deviates from its uſual track, and Wer 
forms an unnatural coalition with the Alexandrine ma.. N 
nuſcript; but this very circumſtance weakens the autho- e 
rity, to which it would be otherwiſe entitled in regard to — 
this paſſage. of tn 
« Laftly, in St. John's Goſpel the Vatican text is on the 3 
whole ſimilar to that which is found in St. Luke, and is Wi va 
agreement with that of the Cod. L. ſtill great, eren n oy 
lectiones ſingulares, though not wholly ſo exact as in thus : 
Goſpel, and in that of St. Mark. For inſtance John v. 4 Wl 4 
which relates to the pool of Betheſda, is found in the rg 
Cod. L. but omitted by the Vat. in conjunction with 52 
Wetſtein's Cod. C. Birch's Urbino- vaticanus 2. and WF. * 
Paris manuſcript. And becauſe the Cod. A. and D Jeſor 
agree with L. more frequently in St. John than in tie 
other Goſpels, their coincidence with the Vat. is more 
frequent in the former than in the latter. Sometime! 1 
here agrees with the Codex D. alone, at other tins Bent 
with the common reading, and in many caſes it deviats . trag. 
from both.” 1 rao 
N. B. The inquiry has been hitherto confined to e aber 
Goſpels, becauſe the extracts from the Vatican man” made 
ſcript in the Acts and the Epiſtles are not yet publiſh. WF that 
| | unfax 
| PAGE 3406. 5 * reaſo 
340. This is one of the ſentences which our aut® trad. 
wrote when he believed that the Codex Alexandr ray 
with many other Greek manuſcripts, had been ay . | confi 
from the Latin, and which he has neglected to alter inc UH haps 
the time that he has changed his ſentiments. | has | 
g 1788 
4 print 
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PAGE 347. 


341. It is wholly impoſſible that Eraſmus, who was 
well acquainted with Greek manuſcripts, could imagine 
that the Cod. Vat. written in uncial letters, and without 
intervals, was the produce of the fifteenth century. In 
a letter to Stunica, in which he quotes it for the omiſ- 
ton O 1 John v. 7. he calls it Codex Vetuſtiflimus. See 
Wetitein's Prol. p. 25. That he ſpake of it at other 


times in leſs favourable and even in dubious terms is by 


no means extraordinary, when we recollect the perſecu- 
tion, which he underwent in conſequence of the omiſſion 
of that verſe in his two firſt editions of the Greek Teſta- 


ment. See Note 3. to ſect. 3. of this chapter, where an 
attempt is made to reconcile the contradictions, of which 


our author complains. 

342. Theſe extracts belonged afterwards to Woide ; 
and they are probably at preſent in Oxford, as the Syn- 
ucs of the Univerſity Preſs purchaſed all Woide's papers. 

243. That they not only can, but actually do, vary 
rom each other in a very great degree, appears from the 
deſcription given in Note 339. | 


PAGE 348. 
344. This repreſentation is not perfectly exact: for 
Bentley did not abſolutely refuſe to communicate his ex- 


tracts to Wetſtein, who relates, Prol. p. 24. that the 


reaſon why he could not procure them, was Bentley's 


abſence from Cambridge, during the ſhort ſtay that he 
made at that time in England. It does not appear then 
hat a pique againſt Bentley was the cauſe of Wetſtein's 


unfavourable opinion of the Codex Vaticanus. The true 


| realon was the imperfection and inaccuracy of thoſe ex- 
tracts, which alone Wetſtein had ſeen, though he con- 


cluded too haſtily that a more complete collation would 


| confirm the opinion, which the incomplete extracts per- 


aps warranted, But this is a ſubject on which the public 


is been unable to form a judgement before the year 
70h Birch's edition of the four Goſpels was 
printed. „ 


345. Tom. 
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- 345. Tom. I. p. 329. ed. Boerner. Our author means _ 
Y the Paris edition of 1723. 
E 346. But the alterations which have been occaſionally 
4 made by a later hand leave the ancient reading diſtincth 
: viſible. See Birch's Prolegomena, p. 1 5. 
: PAGE 349. 
347. I have collated in ſeveral chapters of St. Mat. 
thew all the extracts which Birch has given from this | 
| manuſcript alone, with the text of the Complutenſan TI 
: edition, and have found the difference to be ſuch as to ſiraty 
1 warrant the concluſion, that it was not uſed by the edi- conſi 
tors of that edition. Not to take up too much room, Com 
I will ſubjoin only the collation of the three firſt chap- readi 
ters, in which I omit thoſe various readings, which con- of th 
fiſt only in a variation of orthography in proper names. this 1 
| | | | reat 
Cod. Vaticanus 1 209. ſolus. Editio Complutenſis. 55 
Matth. 1. 18. xen mos - inn Xe15%e 3 
N — yaę abeſt yep adeſt. 
19. 0 YjprarIoat = WApudery PaTIO. BIR. 
23. Jeoc — - 0 Jeos. 155 
24. eee — dies geg. mig! 
25. £W5 ETEXEV Ses oo ETCKE, 3 
| NH TI Toy WoEW- GUTNG TOY WEwroToroy adeſt. * 
3ͤö;ꝰ ü abeſt Bill 
Ob il. 8. == my pies EHE. alon 
We. | Ings 
_ "On 1 £15 TW XWgzv auTWY abeſt. 119 
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= 7. aur abeſt - gave adeſt. 


_ x Prius abeſt xa prius adeſt. Matth. 


NOTES TO CHAP. VIII. SECT, vi. 813 
Matth. iii. 1 I. vwas Hu, PBanriCu ug. 
ns 12. omo)nunv avrs c roνEQ 
14. WAavuns abeſt = lobe adeſt. 
ll 15. E4TEV QUTW rie Weog HUTOV. 
ily 16. Barriers de - wa Bantions. 
— aur abeſt - aur adeſt. 


— webu Js - Wives Te Yes. 
— xa ultimum 


at. f . * ultimum adeſt. 

his | | | 

jan The preceding compariſon affords an abſolute demon- 
to ſiration that the Codex Vaticanus 1209. was not once 
di- confulted in this part of the Greek Teſtament by the 
Im, Complutenſian editors, for I have omitted not a ſingle 
ap- reading that is peculiar to this manuſcript, yet not one 
on- of them is found in the Complutenſian edition. Now as 
IJ 


this manuſcript is of the higheſt antiquity, and of the 
greateſt authority, it is incredible, if the Complutenſian 
editors had it really in their hands, that they ſhould have 
totally neglected it in three whole chapters immediately 
following each other; and we have reaſon to conclude, 
that if Vatican manuſcripts were ſent to them, this was 
not in the number. To obviate the objection which 
might be made on the ſuppoſition that the Codex Vati- 
ticanus 1209. might have arrived after a part of the 
Greek Teſtament was already printed, I have collated 
the laſt chapter of St. John; but there the difference is 
[lll greater than at the beginning, for in that chapter 
alone Birch has quoted not leſs than twenty- eight read- 
ings from this manuſcript, yet not one of them 15 to be 
diſcovered in the Complutenſian edition. 


PAGE 350. „ 

349. Since the publication of this Introduction, Bent- 
ly's extracts, as far as relates to the Goſpels of St. Luke 
and St. John, have been inſerted in Birch's edition of 
lie four Goſpels, Woide having ſent a copy for that pur- 
Pole to Copenhagen. See Birch's Prol. p. 24. See alſo 
| Note 342. 
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| | PAGE 351. , 5 
349. As the firſt volume of this valuable work is nor Une. 
publiſhed, it is neceſſary to ſupply what our author was 10 
unable to communicate, and to give at leaſt a catalogue e 
of thoſe Vatican mannſcripts, which Profeſſor Birch ha: 5 
collated, and deſcribed in his Prolegomena to Vol. I. p. ; NC 
—33. For more ample information recourſe muſt be had Ws 1 
to the work itſelf; for a tranſcript of the whole would not * 


only be too voluminous, but unneceſſary, as the original 
is acceſſible to every reader. But as our author gives in 4 
this chapter a catalogue of all the manuſcripts which had er. 
been at that time collated, it is not improper to enume- 
rate thoſe, which have been made known within the laſt 
three years, in order that the whole number of collated ba 
manuſcripts may be exactly aſcertained. For the above- 
mentioned reaſon I have not diſtinguiſhed thoſe, which 
Profeſſor Birch has completely collated, from thoſe which oh 

he has curſorily inſpected, or only examined for part 
cular paſſages : this information can intereſt thoſe only 
who examine the readings which he quotes, and this in: 
plies the poſſeſſion of the book itſelf. He divides them As 
into four claſſes. 1. Codd. Vaticani. - 2. Palatino- Vat: 


cani. 3. Alexandrino-Vaticani. 4. Urbino -Vaticani mY 
He has arranged them in his Prolegomena, and all Bus 


quoted them among the various readings, according 0 tus v. 
the numbers which are affixed to them in the Vatican 
The cyphers, which are prefixed to them in the following Wi _ 
lit, ſerve only to number them, and have no reference Thau 
to the work itſelf. The two which our author has de- 


, 15 
ſcribed I have not numbered. 8 gelin 
| OR tariis. 
CODICES VATICANI. A 

13 cla 

. Codex Vaticanus 349. membranaceus, ſeculi 5! yang 
vel x11. continet quatuor Evangelia. 1 17. 
2. Cod. Vaticanus 351. membranaceus ſæculo x „one 
xi. charactere unciali exaratus complectitur lection centio 
Evangeliorum. Col, Vang 


now 
* WAS 
ogue 
1 has 
53 
had 
| not 
gina! 
es In 
had 
ume⸗ 
e laſt 
lated 
JoVe- 
chich 
hich 
parti- 
| only 
$ im · 
them 
Vati- 
icanl, 
| all 
19 {0 
ical. 
Wing 
Tence 
15 de- 


1 xl 


A vel 
1006 


Cod, 


WU a+ —-4 


NOTES TO CHAP. VIII. SECT. VI, 815 


3. Cod. Vaticanus 354. membranaceus quatuor con- 
tinet Evangelia literis uncialibus ſcripta. 

4. Cod. Vaticanus 356. membranaceus ſæculo x1. ut 
conjicio exaratus quatuor complectitur Evangelia. 

5. Cod. Vaticanus 358. membranaceus ſæculo, ut 
conjicio XII. exaratus, continet Iv. Evangelia cum ſcho- 
lis variorum in margine. | 

6. Cod. Vaticanus 359. chartaceus Greco-latinus, 
quatuor complectitur Evangelia. „ 

7. Cod. Vaticanus 360. membranaceus ſæculi x1. in- 
tegrum N. T. complectitur præter Apocalypſin. 

8. Cod. Vaticanus 361. membranaceus ſæculo, ut vi- 
detur, x1. exaratus complectitur quatuor Evangelia. 

9. Cod. Vaticanus 363. membranaceus ſæculo, ut 
opinor, xi. exaratus, continet quatuor Evangelia, Acta 
Apoſtolorum, epiſtolas catholicas et Pauli. 

10. Cod. Vaticanus 364. ſeculo, ut arbitror, x1. in 
membranis ſcriptus habet quatuor Evangelia. | 

11. Cod. Vaticanus 365. membranaceus ſæculi, ut 
conjicio, xi. continet quatuor Evangelia. 

12. Cod. Vaticanus 665. ſæculo x111. in charta bom- 
bycina ſeriptus complectitur Matthzi et Marci Evangelia 


cum Euthymii commentario. 


13. Cod. Vaticanus 756. membranaceus continet 1v. 

vangelia cum commentariis Patrum in margine. Scrip- 
tus videtur ſæculo x1, vel x11. | | 

14. Cod. Vaticanus 7537. membranaceus continet qua- 
wor, Evangelia cum commentariis Origenis, Gregorii 

haumaturgi, Apollinarii, Cyrilli, et aliorum. 

15. Cod. Vaticanus 758. membranaceus habet Evan- 
be un Luce et Johannis, cum Patrum variorum commen- 

is. 


16. Cod. Vaticanus 1067. membranaceus charactere 


unciali ſæculo, ut opinor x1. exaratus continet lectiones 


vangeliorum uſui eccleſiaſtico diſtributorum. 
17. Cod. Vaticanus 1158. membranaceus ſæculo, ut 


Fa * . = - 
Nico x1. eleganter exaratus, a Cypri regina Inno- 
Entio VII. R. P. 


dono oblatus complectitur quatuor 


18. Cod. 


vangelia. 
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18. Cod. Vaticanus 1160. in membranis ſœculo, ut 
arbitror, x1. exaratus, integrum N. T. continet. 
Cod. Vaticanus 1209. Veteris Novique Teſtament. 


Vid. ſupra, N'. 253. 


19. Cod. Vaticanus 1210. membranaceus fzculo, f 


recte colligo, xi. ſcriptus integrum N. T. complectitus 


excepta Apocalypſi, adjecto Davidis Pſalterio. 
20. Cod. Vaticanus 1229. membranaceus ſæculo, ut 
videtur, xi. exaratus continet quatuor Evangelia, cum 


Patrum commentariis in margine. 


21. Cod: Vaticanus 1254. membranaceus ſæculi x1, 
complectitur quatuor Evangelia. 

22, Cod: Vaticanus 1548. membranaceus continet 
Evangelia Luce et Johannis. 


CODICES PALATINO-VATICANI 


23. Cod. Palatino-Vaticanus 5. membranaceus ſe. 
culo ut videtur x11. exaratus continet Evangelia Ma- 
thæi et Marci, cum Patrum commentariis in margine. 

24. Cod. Palatino-Vaticanus 89. membranaceus te. 
culo, ut conjicio, xi. exaratus quatuor Evangelia cout 
plectitur cum menologio. | ; 

25. Cod. Palatino-Vaticanus 136. membranaceus fe. 
culi x1. vel xi. quatuor continet Evangelia. | 

Codex Palatino-Vaticanus 171. membranaceus In 

m N. T. complectitur. Vid. ſupra, N'. 255. 

26. Cod. Palatino-Vaticanus 189. membranaceus It 
culo undecimo exaratus quatuor continet Evangelio. 

27. Cod. Palatino-Vaticanus 189. membranaceus = 
culi, ut videtur xi. quatuor continet Evangelia, cin 
ſcholiis Patrum in margine. 

28. Cod. Palatino-Vaticanus 227. membranace 
ſeculo, ut videtur x1. exaratus, continet quatuor Eval 
gelia. | 2 IL 5 2 
209. Cod. Palatino-Vaticanus 229. in charta bom f 
cina ſzculo, ut puto, x11. exaratus, complectitur qu 
tuor Evangela. . 
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CODICES ALEXANDRINO-VATICANI. 


30. Cod. Alexandrino-Vaticanus 28. in charta bom- 
bycina ſcriptus non ultra ſæculum x111. aſſurgere videtur: 


| continet quatuor Evangelia cum, commentariis Theo- 


phylacti. 

31. Cod. Alexandrino-Vaticanus 79. membranaceus 
ſeculo, ut conjicio, undecimo exaratus, complecitur qua- 
tuor Evangelia. ä 

32. Codex Alexandrino-Vaticanus 189. membrana- 
ceus complectitur quatuor Evangelia. 


CODICES URBINOVATICANI. 


33. Codex Urbino- Vaticanus 2. membranaceus qua- 
tuor complectitur Evangelia: nitide et eleganter exaratus 
eſt. Scriptus videtur in uſus Johannis II. Imperatoris 
Orientis, qui Alexio anno 1118. in imperio ſucceſſit. 

34. Codex Urbino-Vaticanus 53. ſcriptus eſt in mem- 


| branis charactere unciali ſæculi x1. et quatuor Evangelia 
complectitur. | 


The deſcription of the manuſcripts containing the 


Acts, Epiſtles, and Revelation, is not yet publiſhed. 


CODICES VELESIANE. 


PAGE 352. EY 

350. We may rather conclude, from the examples 

produced by our author, that Velez uſed Latin manu- 

icripts and tranſlated the readings which he quoted from 
them into Greek. | 


| PAGE 3554. 
351. Though our author has here endeavoured to 


| Contute the opinion of Wetſtein, and to ſhew that the 


lectiones Veleſianæ are not Greek tranſlations of Latin 


| cadings, but that they were actually derived from Gre- 
dan ſources, yet whoever impartially weighs what Wet- 


ſtein has laid on this ſubject in his Prol. p. 59 —6 1. will 
© more inclined to favour his ſentiments, than thoſe of 


author. The few examples, which have been given 
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by the latter to ſhew that the Lectiones Veleſianæ differ 
ſometimes both from the Vulgate and the Latin manu. 


{cripts publiſhed by Blanchini, are more than counter- * 
balanced by the numerous and undeniable inſtances pro- 5 
duced by Wetſtein of tranſlations from the Latin. For 5 
the circumſtance, that a few of theſe readings are to be 
found in no Latin manuſcript hitherto collated, is of little ; 
conſequence in deciding the queſtion; fince the collation 0 
has been confined to a very inconſiderable number, and 125 
not one has been either publiſhed or examined among 00 . 
thoſe, which are preſerved in the libraries of Spain, where " 
Velez reſided, in which it is not impoſhble that thoſe ro 
lectiones Veleſianæ might be diſcovered, which are fought - 
in vain in the manuſcripts of Sabatier and Blanchini. Be. 25 
ſides, Velez himſelf has no where declared that they were 1 f 
taken from Greek manuſcripts, which is a mere conjec- 

ture of Mariana: Velez has obſerved a profound filence Bi * 
on the ſubject, and this very ſilence is an argument in tolo 
favour of Wetſtein, for as the intention of the Spanilh 5 Fg 
critic was evidently to ſupport the readings of the Latin, 6 
he would hardly have neglected to note in the copy a el 
the Greek Teſtament, in which he wrote them, that they i © . 
were taken from Greck ofiginals. Bengel conſidered thee Wi Pl 
readings as of no value, and Michaelis, the father of ou! 0 
author, ſays in his Tractatio critica, p. 97. in Velefans ** 
tranſparere Vulgatam, ita quidem ut in pleriſque f 3 
prodat inconſultum et adfectatum Veleſianorum Jibrart tncr 
orum in conformandis Latinæ verſioni Græcis ſtudium- 28 
And Grieſbach; in the preface to his Gr. Teſt. p. 30. f eli. 
Lectiones Veleſianæ, e latinis codicibus collectæ, et ge- 
cis vocabulis expreſſæ. Our author therefore has ah guat 
mented his catalogue of Greek manuſcripts by the ad. | 
dition of fixteen, which probably never exiſted.. 

p + -CODICES-VENETIANLI 

The manuſcripts preſerved in the different libraries? the 
Venice are enumerated in Montfaucon Bibliotheca l. r. 
| P. 1 . | 1 

bliothecarum,.. Tome p. 467 483. Profei as 
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885 Profeilor Birch in his Prolegomena, p. 35, 55. has de- 
88 ſcribed the following manuſcripts preſerved in the library 
1 of St. Mark in Venice. He has not completely collated 
For them, but examined them only in ſelect paffages. 
0 be 1. Codex 5. ſæculo xv. Beſſarionis juſſu exaratus, 
lth membranaceus, Vet. et Nov. Teſtamentum complec- 
auen titur. | 
, and 2. Codex 6. partim in membranis, partim in charta 
nn oy (criptus eſt, ſæculi xv. continetque Vet. et Nov. Teſta- 
here Wi mentum. N 
war 3. Codex 8. membranaceus, ſæculi circiter x. habet 
vel Wh quatuor Evangelia. 
| af 4. Codex . membranaceus ſæculi ut videtur x1, qua- 
"oh fuor Evangelia complectitur. 
ri L 5. Codex 10. membranaceus, ſæculi xv. integram 
81 ; Joo complectitur. Primo loco ponuntur Acta Apol- 
a1 4 orum, et Epiſtolæ omnes, ſequuntur Evangelia, qui- 
555 us Apocalypſis a diverſa manu ſcripta ſubjungitur. 
i, 6. Codex 27. membranaceus, ſæculi x. quatuor Evan- 
| gelia complectitur cum patrum COMMENtarus in margine. 
my . 7. Codex 539. membranaceus, ſæculi xii. quatuor 
Cod vangelia continet græce et arabice. 5 
11s WK 8. Codex 549. membranaceus, {culo xii, exaratus, 
ve l complectitur quatuor Evangelia. ” 
ban. WB | 9. Codex 542. membranaceus, ſæculi xi. habet qua- 
rags uor Evangelia. 15 
. ſa WG Re Codex 543. chartaceus, ſæculi xiv. quatuor Evan- 
f gre della, complectitur cim ſynaxario. . f 
g f I. Codex 544. membranaceus, ſæculi xi. continet 
e al. tuor Evangelia cum commentariis Patrum. 
f CODICES VINDOBONENSES. 

PAGE 354. f | 
* A very full account of the manuſcripts preſerved in 


oca bi = mperial library at Vienna 1s given 1n the following 

1 re 2 Lambecu Commentariorum de auguſtiſſima 
-ofeſſo Dlotheca Cæſarea Vindobonenſi libri octo. Vindo- 
1 ohe, 1665-1679. 8 tom. folio. A new and improved 
| F ff 2 | edition 
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820 NOTES TO CHAP. VIII, SECT. VI. 
edition of it was publiſhed by Kollar in 1766—1782, 


likewiſe at Vienna. 

352. Our author deſcribes this MS. by the name of 
Vindobonenſis 3. but for what reaſon 1 know not, as no 
number is affixed to it, either by Mill or Wetſtein. Now 
as the Vienna MSS. are uſually quoted by the numbers 
affixed to them in the Commentaries of Lambecius, 
where this manuſcript is noted Codex 2. and deſcribed 
Lib. III. p. 2— 15. I have taken the liberty to alter our 
author's notation to Vindobonenſis 2. Beſides, the ma- 
nuſcript in queſtion is quoted by Alter as the Codex 
Lambecu 2. | 
353. Our author ſhould rather have ſaid, how did 
Lambecius know this, for Wetſtein only quotes the words 
of Lambecius. Compare Wetſtein's Proleg. p. 41. with 
Lambecu Commentarii de bibliotheca Cæſarea Vindo- 
bonenſis, Lib. III. p. 15. Now Lambecius was certainly 
able to determine, whether theſe points were a prima 
manu, Or not. ; 

N. B. Whenever I quote the Commentaries of Lam 
becius, I mean the original edition of 166;5—1679. | 

354. The German title of this work is Michaels 
Erklarung der Begräbniſs-und Auferſtehungs-Geſchichte 
nach den vier Evangliſten. Halle 1783. In the place 
to which he refers, he deſcribes two different towns of 
the name of Emmaus, the one fixty, the other an hut- 
dred and fixty ſtadia from Jeruſalem, and ſhews that St. 
Luke meant the former. 

355. Our author acknowledges then that exaro ef 
is not the genuine reading, and yet cenſures thoſe be 
are of the ſame opinion. 

356. The fac fimile is in the ſecond plate annexed © 
p. 492. But Treſchow in his Tentamen, p. 124. {ays 
Specimina characteris Græci nobis exhibent Lambecls 
Montefalconius, et Blanchinus, duo poſleriores vero P* 
rum accurate. See therefore the fac ſimile given 1 
Lambecius, Lib. III. p. 14. The fac ſimile, which : 
given by Montfaucon, is p. 194. of the Palzog'® | 
Greca, : The 
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357. The readings of this fragment are given in Al- 
ters Greek Teſtament, Vol. I. p 99g —1001. 


PAGE 355. 

358. The deſcription which Wetſtein gives of this 
manuſcript is as follows: Contulit cum editis Gerhardus 
a Maſtricht, ſyndicus Bremenſis, ad Imperatorem legatus 
Ab. 1690, unde apographum nactus Millius appendici 
ſuæ inſeruit ſub titulo Viennenſis, in editione vero Wet- 
ſteniana 1711 vocatur Cæſareus. Poſtea G. a Maſtrichr 
accuratiorem hujus Codicis collationem communicavit 
cum H. Wetſtenio, qui eam margini editionis ſuæ ad- 
(cripfit, unde et multos typographi in exprimendis hujus 
codicis lectionibus errores correxi, et non paucas in edi- 
tione vel ſtudio vel incuria omiſſas varias lectiones de- 
ſeripſi. Wetſtenii Prol. p. 54. | 

359. At preſent we have very complete extracts from 
this MS. in Alter's Greek Teſtament, Vol. I. p. 37 5— 
413. and Vol. II. p. 641-—688. | | 

360. Extracts from this MS. have been alſo given by 
Alter, Vol. I. p. 323—3 74. 


PAGE 350. | 
361. From the Codex Lambecii 1. or, which is the 
lame, the Codex Neflelii 23. Profeſſor Alter has printed 


his Greek Teſtament which was publiſhed at Vienna in 


two Vols. 8vo. in 1786 and 1787. He has no where 
departed from the text of this manuſcript, except where 
it had manifeſt errata, which he has corrected from the 
text of Stephens's edition of 1 546, but he has noted theſe 
errata at the end of each volume, as he ſays p. 6. of his 
preface, ut codicem Vindobonenſem, uti eſt, lectoribus 
integrum exhiberem. Beſide the chaſm, Rev. xx. 7. to 
the end, which our author has noted from Wetſtein, ir 
appears from Alter's preface, p. 4, 5. that there are like- 
wiſe the three following chaſms in the book of Revela- 
uon, ch. xili. 5 —xiv. 8. xv. 7.—XVIL 2. xviii. 10.— 
XX. 15. Alter has ſupplied theſe chaſms from the Codex 
Neſſehi 302. Some extracts from this MS. are given 
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by Birch, who ſays p. 58. of his Prolegomena, Hunc 
codicem 1s in locis examinavimus, ubi a textu recepto 
libri manuſcripti variare ſolent. 
362. Wetſtein neither has nor could have quoted this 
- manuſcript Matth. vi. 13. for he has given no extracts 
from it in the Goſpels. He has noted it only in the cata- 
logue of manuſcripts prefixed to St. Paul's epiſtles, but 
even here I have never found a quotation from it, not 
even Rom. xiv. 23. where he quotes not leſs than forty- 
ſeven manuſcripts in ſupport of a very remarkable read- 
ing which is likewiſe confirmed, as appears from Alters 
edition, by the Codex Lambecu 1. the manuſcript in 
queſtion. | . 
363. The Codex Lambecu 1. does not omit this paſ- 
ſage at the end of both chapters. See Alter's Greck 
Teſtament, Vol. II. p. 132. where it appears that the 
paſſage is at the end of ch. xiv. Our author in writing 
this note mult have fotgotten an error, which he him{lt 
had corrected in the place to which he refers. See Note 
12. to ch. vi. ſect. 10. 

364. Our author in his Orient. Bib. Vol. VI. p. 19. 
obſerves, that the examples which Treſchow has produced 
from this manuſcript, were not ſufficient to ſhew that this 
manuſcript had been altered from the Latin. But Tre- 
ſchow himſelf ſays only (Tentamen, p. 60.) Quibuſdam 
in locis hunc codicem a verſione Latinà interpolutum 
fuiſſe ſuſpicor; and adds in the following page, Nec tamen 
prætereundum eſſe cenſeo codicem noſtrum aliis in loc 
a verſione latina valde diſcrepare. 


PAGE 357. | 

365. Here is only an extract from Treſchow's Tenta- 
men deſcriptionis codicum Vindobonenſium, but the 
reader will find a more complete deſcription in the work 
itſelf, p. 62—73. This manuſcript is deſcribed alſo in 
Lambecii Commentarn, Lib. III. p. 4857. Extracts 
from this manuſcript are gi ven in Alter's Greek Teſta- 
ment, Vol. II. p. 41 5—558. _ . 
366. The Codex Lambecii 35. is deſcribed in Tr 
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| ichow's Tentamen, p. 7 3—76. and complete extracts are 
given from it in Alter's Greek Teſt. Vol. II. p. 741—788. 

367. The Codex Lambecii 36. is deſcribed in Tre- 
ſchow's Tentamen, p. 76—79. and Lambecii Commen- 
tar, Lib. III. p. 358. Complete extracts are given from 
it in Alter's Greek Teſtament, Vol. II. p. 789—853. 

368. The Codex Lambecii 37. is deſcribed in Tre- 
ſchow's Tentamen, p. 79. and Lambecii Commentarn, 
Lib. III. p.38. Complete extracts are given from it in 
Alter's Greek Teſtament, Vol. II. p. 689—740. 

369. To the Codices Vindobonenſes enumerated by 
our author, may be added the following, which have been 
very accurately collated by Alter, and of which the ex- 
tracts may be found in the parts of his Greek Teſt. to 
which reference will be made. I omit thoſe which have 
been already mentioned, as well in the notes immedi- 
{ately preceding, as alſo in the Notes 165. 234. | 
| 1 Codex Lambecii 33. Neſſelii 337. a manuſcript of 
the four Goſpels written in ſmall letters in the 14th cen- 
[tury, Vol. I. p. 414—464. | 
2. Codex in Kollarii ſupplementis 9. in Forloſiæ Auc- 
tario 31. a manuſcript of the four Goſpels written in 
1192, Vol. I. p. 528—635. See Treſchow's Tentamen, 
p. 90. | 
3. Codex in Kollarii ſupplementis 16. in Forloſiæ Auc- 
tario 6. a manuſcript containing the four Goſpels, and 
not written before the tenth century, though atteſted by 
three Italian Archbiſhops to have been written thirty 
years after Chriſt's aſcenſion, Vol. I. p. 636-703. See 

reſchow's Tentamen, p. 41—48. 108—123. Tret- 
chow calls this manuſcript Codex Carolinus, becauſe it 
was formerly in the private library of Charles VI. 

4. Codex Lambecii 30. Neſſelii 240. a manuſcript 
of the four Goſpels, ſuppoſed to have been written in the 
[11th century, and brought by Buſbeek from Conſtanti- 
nople. Vol. 1. p. 807880. See Treſchow's Tentamen, 
. 32—34. and Lambecii Commentarii, Lib. III. p. 47. 
5. Codex Lambecii 31. Neſſelii 188. a manuſcript 
of the four Goſpels. Vol. I. p. 881-998. Treſchow, in 
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his Tentamen, p. 34—41. has given an accurate deſcrip- 
tion of this manuſcript, from which it appears to he of 
very great importance. It agrees with the Cod. Cant, in 
not leſs than 80 unuſual readings, with the Cod. Ephrem 
in upwards of 35. with the Stephani n in 50. with the 
Cod. Reuchlini in upwards of 50. and has ſeveral which 
are found in that manuſcript alone, with the Cod. Re- 
gius 2244. in 60 unuſual readings, and with the Cod, 
Colb. 2844. in 22. : 

6. Codex Lambecu 15. Neflelu 5. a fragment of an 
Evangeliſtarium, conſiſting only of ſix leaves. Vol. J. 
p. 1002—1007. It muſt be obſerved, that the Codex 
Lambecu 1 5. 1s not the manuſcript that is thus number- 
ed in the third book of the Commentaries of Lambecuus 
where the Codices Theologict are enumerated, for there 
Cod. 15. is a commentary on ſeveral parts of the Old 
Teſtament; but it is a Codex juridicus 1 5. at the end d 
which are the fragments in queſtion. | 
. 7. Codex Lambecii 32. Neſſelii 321. a manuſcript df 

the four Goſpels. Vol. II. p. 1012—1054-. | 

8. Codex in Auctario Forloſiæ 30. in ſupplements 
Kollarii 8. a manuſcript of St. Matthew's Goſpel. Vol.] 
p. 1035—1068. See Treſchow's Tentamen, p. 89. 

9. Codex purpureus aureus, in Auctario Forloſiæ 24. 
in ſupplementis Kollarii 7. an Evangeliſtarium written 
in until letters. Vol. I. p. 1069—1078. See Treſchow' 
Tentamen, p. 91—107. | 

10. Codex in auctario Forloſiæ 19. in ſupplement 
Kollarii 10. contains all the epiſtles of St. Paul, except 
thoſe to Titus and Philemon. Vol. II. p. 854—929, 
11. Codex Lambecii 248. Neſſelii 307. a manuſcrP! 
containing, beſide ſeveral works of the Greek fathers, the 
Revelation of St. John with a marginal commentary 0 
Andreas Cæſareenſis, Vol. II. p. 921—940. It de. 
ſcribed in Lambecii Commentarii, Lib. V. p. 13414. 

12. Codex in Auctario Forloſiæ 29. in ſoppleme 
Kollarif 26. a manuſcript of the Revelation _ s 
commentary of Andreas Cæſareenſis. It 15 defectn 
from ch. xix. 20. to the end. Vol. Il. p. 941-907: of 
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Of theſe twelve manuſcripts, the 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, are 
likewiſe quoted by Birch. See his Prolegomena, p. 57 — 
60, Of the reſt which he has examined and quoted. the 
Cod. Lambecu 1. the Cod. Kollarii 4. which is the ſame 
as the Cod. Parrhaſii and the Cod. Kollarii 6. have been 
already mentioned; there remain therefore to be noted, 

13. Codex Lambecu 38. Neſſelii 337. a manuſcript of 
the four Goſpels, with commentaries of the fathers in the 
margin. | 

14. Codex Lambecii 39. Nefleli 180. contains ſe- 
veral paſſages of the Goſpels, with commentaries. 

15. Codex Lambecu 40. Neſſelii 301. contains ſelect 
paſſages from the Goſpels of St. Matthew, St. Luke, and 
St. John, with commentaries of the fathers. 

Lambecius has deſcribed theſe three MSS. Lib. III. 
p. 59, 60. he relates of all three that they contain com- 
mentaries of the Goſpels, and makes no mention of the 
text. But as Birch is very circumſtantial in ſaying of 
the firſt, that the commentaries are written in the mar- 
gin, no doubt can be made that his account is exact. 


Oer WALLANDED 


PAGE 358. 

370. Of the four manuſcripts formerly in the poſſeſ- 
ſion of Archbiſhop Wake, and at preſent in the library 
of Chrift Church, our author calls the two firſt Codices 
Wakiani, the two laſt Codex Wakii 1. and Codex 
Wakii 2. To prevent miſtakes therefore, it is neceſſary 
to obſerve, that he has here inverted the names which 
ale given them in Wetſtein's and Grieſbach's catalogue, 
where Cod. Wakii 1. and Cod. Wakli 2. denote thoſe 
which he calls ſimply Codices Wakiani, without affix- 
ing to them any number, 


CODICES WHEELERIANI, 


371. The manuſcripts, which formerly belonged to 
Dr. Wheeler, are deſcribed in the Catalogi MStorum 
Angliæ, et Hiberniæ in unum collecti, Tom. II. P. I. 


to 


P. 357. and it appears from the laſt page of the prefaco 
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to this work, that they are at preſent preſerved in the 
library of Lincoln College in Oxford. mei 
372. Grieſbach has quoted for this reading five m. bee 
nuſcripts of what is called the old Latin verſion. deſe 


Recap 


C ODPEX WESTMONASTERIENSIS. 

| PAGE | 
373. The Codex Bibliothecæ Regiz Weſtmonaſteri. 
enſis 953. is at preſent in the Britiſh Muſeum, where 
all the manuſcripts that formerly belonged to his Ma. 
jeſty's library are depoſited. It is noted among the 

manuſcripts brought from the King's library I. B. I. 


CODEX WINCHELSEANUS 


374. I know not where De Miſſy's copy is at preſent, 
but Jackſon's autograph of the extracts, which he had 
made from the Codex Winchelſeanus, is now preſerved 
in the library of Jeſus College in Cambridge, where it 
marked O, G, 3. | 

375. Wetſtein quotes the Coptic for the ſame reading. 


CODICES WOLFII. 


PAGE 361. | 

376. Of the firſt of theſe three Codices Wolfi Grieſ- 
bach relates, in his Symbolæ critice, p. Ixiv. that 
though written in uncial letters, it has accents and marks 
of aſpiration. He judges from the oblong form of the 
letters, that it was not written before the tenth century. 
It was examined by Grieſbach in the Britiſh Muſeum; 
but he has not mentioned whether the other two manu- 
ſcripts, which belonged to Mr, Wolf of Hamburg, die 
likewiſe preſerved there. 


COD EX Z ELA DE. 


A manuſcript of the four Goſpels, ſuppoſed to be Wh” has 
written in the eleventh century, and at preſent the pio. 
perty of Cardinal Zelada, has been examined in particula 
paſſages by Profeſſor Birch. See his Prolegomena, p. 50. 
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Recapitulation of the manuſcripts of the Greck Teſta- 
ment, either wholly or partially collated, which have 
been mentioned in theſe Notes, in addition to thoſe 
| deſcribed by our author. 


Codices Barberiniani - A 
Codices Str Baſilii Rome - 4 
Codex Bononienſis - 1 
Codices Borgiani 5 
Codex Cromwelli . 8 = 
Codices Eſcurialenſes - — 


Codices Florentini - - 
Codices Harleiani . Wo 
Codex Manheimenſis - — 
Codices Stæ Mariæ in Vallicella - 
Codices Marſhi - - 
Codices Moſquenſes - - 
Codices Seldeni - - 
Cod. Regius 1886*. at preſent 60. - 
Codex Upſalenſis - e 
Codices Vaticani - - - 
Codices Venetiani - - 


Codices Vindobonenſes | 
Codex Zeladæ - - 


023 S 9% 
TT TS 7 


Mss. deſcribed by our author — 


Total of the manuſcripts of the Greek Teſta- 
ment, which have been wholly or partially þ 469 
collated 

In Dr. Grieſbach's new edition of the Greek Teſta- 
ment, which is now ready for the preſs, all theſe manu- 
pts will probably be quoted. 
377. This taſk has been in a great meaſure executed 
by Wetſtein, as far as relates to the manuſcripts which 
he has collated, for he has prefixed to each of the four 
parts of his Greek Teſtament, a catalogue of the manu- 
leripts which contain thoſe reſpective parts, has * 
| the 
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the chaſms as far as they were known to him, and hx 
in general given ſuch accounts of them, that we my 
judge of the degree of diligence and care that has been 
uſed in collating them. 

378. As this paragraph appeared in our author's third 
edition, publiſhed in 1777, and the queſtions, which he 
propoſed, he has left unanſwered after an interval of ten 
years, though continually engaged in comparing the dif 
ferent readings of the Greek Teſtament, the tranſlator 
muſt decline the inquiry, as not having ſufficient expe 
rience in this ſubject. One material difference hower 
I have obſerved, between four manuſcripts brought from 
Greece, two of which came immediately from mount 
Athos, noted by Wetſtein 38. 40. 73. 74. and th 
Moſcow manuſcripts collated by Matthäi. Nameh, 
theſe four manuſcripts contain the ſtory of the adultereh 
John vii. 53—vui. 11. but it is omitted in all th 


Moſcow manuſcripts, which have the text without ſchv 


lia, as appears from Matthäi Evangelium Johannis,) 
359, It has been obſerved, Note 7. to ch. vii. ſect. 
that the text of Theophylact differs from the Slavonut! 
verſion as often as it agrees with it: this remark ws 


made on the authority of Dobrowſky, who can beſt de 


termine on which ſide the manuſcripts in queſtion pit 
ponderate, 


c» mn t. 


Of the Quotations from the New Tęſtament in the wi vi 
| eccleſiaſtical writers. 


PAGE 363. 

1. It does not appear that the reading en Hra# 3 
weoPnry is erroneous, though not that of the comm. 
printed text. Grieſbach has taken it into the tent 
his edition, and ſeemingly with reaſon, for it 5 1 
ported by the authority of the Vaticanus, Cantabrigh 
ſis, Stephani , Codex Reuchlini, Colbertans 2 10 
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d hy 
map 


Dk. Ind ſeveral other Greek manuſcripts, as alſo by that of 


ne Old Syriac, the margin of the New Syriac, the Ara- 
bic of Erpenius, both Perſic verſions, the Coptic, Ar- 
menian, the old Italic, the Gothic, and the Vulgate. 
t is quoted by Origen four times, by Irenzus in one 
inſtance, by Porphyry, by Jerom, and ſeveral other 
atin fathers. Our author obſerves, in his note at the 
bottom of the page, that five of the manuſcripts, which 
have the reading, are ſuppoſed to latinize. Now this 
note appeared in the third edition of his Introduction, 
but he ſhould have altered it in the fourth, becauſe 


third 
ch he 
ff ten 
e di. 
flator 
expe. 
weper 
from 


* he acknowledges that the charge laid againſt the four 
- Ifirſt of theſe MISS. is ungrounded. 

terek | 

1 the PAGE 364. 155 
0 2. Dr. Semler, in his 179th. Note to Wetſtein's 
5 Prolegomena, recommends another ſource of various 
19 readings, the Concilia Græca. 

ond 

* „ PAGE. 3665. 1 

* 3. Grieſbach on the other hand ſeems inclined to re- 


* ject it. 
"no PAGE 368. 


4. Apparatus Criticus, p. 49. ed. 2da. 


PAGE 369. 
5. The Cod. Cant. is the only manuſcript quoted by 
MWetſtein, but Grieſbach found the fame tranſpoſition 
hin the Cod. Colb. 2844. 


PAGE 370. | 
6. It is probably a miſtake when our author ſays that 

9 aver is found in Origen, for Grieſbach, who has very 
xt oF Curately collated the works of this father, declares ex- 
{up preſſly, in his note to this paſſage, Lectio recepta (ſcil. 
ger ten ooo) extat in codicibus græcis omnibus, et pa- 
3% _ grecis omnibus. With reſpect to the authenticity 
i the reading which our author prefers, ſee Note 11. 
to chap. vi. ſect. . . | : 

7- When a Greek father quotes a paſſage as taken 
= imme- 


830 


immediately from the Greek Teſtament, it ſeems to be 
of no importance whether he comments upon it or not, 
as far as relates to the queſtion, with which alone we ar 
at preſent concerned, * What was the reading of his 
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manuſcript, or manuſcripts ?? At the ſame time it muſt 
be acknowledged, that the evidence is ſtronger, where 
, the quotation 1s attended with a commentary, in which 
the words of the text are repeated, becaule in that cab 
there 1s not only an acceſſion of evidence arifing from 
the commentary itſelf, but the evidence of the one is 
confirmed by that of the other: except when they dif. 
agree, in which caſe the evidence of the commentary is 
perhaps ſuperior to that of the text, as far as relates to 
the omiſſion of words; for if a word omitted in the 
quoted text is explained in the commentary, we mi 
conclude that it was omitted in the text by mere ac- 


cident. 


PAGE 371. 


8. The omiſſion of vA after dim ονε . by Tuſtin 
Martyr decides neither for nor againſt the common 
reading, for the paſlage here quoted from the Greek 
father is ſo conſtructed, that the inſertion of vu woul 
make it abſolute nonſenſe. The turn of expreſſion i 
the whole ſentence differs entirely from that which we 
find in St. Matthew, and the former can by no meats 
be conſidered as a quotation from the latter. With k. 
{pect to Juſtin's quotations in general, ſee Note 4. l 
ch. ii. ſe&. 6. where it is ſhewn- that Juſtin probabl 
quoted, not from our four canonical Goſpels, but from 
the Goſpel of the Nazarenes, which, during the fir 
century, and the former part of the ſecond, was in _ 

mon uſe among the Chriſtians of the Eaſt, and wluc . 
even in the fourth century, was thought by Jerom to 
of ſo much importance, that he tranſlated it into _ 
The difference therefore between Juſtin's quotations " 
the text of the four Goſpels, cannot be alleged as an 


gument in favour of the opinion, that the ancient 


farhe!s 


were negligent and inaccurate in their quotations, 


cauſe Juſtin did not quote from them, but 1 5 
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Goſpel of the Nazarenes, and with this Goſpel his quo- 
tations might perfectly agree. | 


PAGE 372. 

9. Radicitus ex animo evellenda eſt præjudicata mul- 
torum opinio, qui e patrum allegationibus certo cog- 
| noſci poſſe negant, quid in ſuis codicibus ſcriptores illi 
legerint, nec ne. Eth enim lubentiffime concedo ſcrip- 
ture ſacræ loca a patribus ſœpe excitart negligenter, nec 


om codicibus inſpectis, ſed memoriter atque confuſe: ex- 
ez unt tamen criteria ſat multa atque luculenta, quorum 
dif. ope diſcerni poſſunt allegationes fideliter e codicibus de- 
ry is bromtæ a vagis ad dicta ſcripturæ provocationibus, in 


5 to quibus patres vel propter memoriæ lapſum, vex ex oſci- 


the tantia nimiaque feſtinatione, vel etiam de induſtria ſcrip- 
may WW forum ſacrorum verba paullulum inflexerunt immuta- 
. WT funtque. Ac ſi vel maxime ad liquidum res non ſemper 


| deduct poſſit, judicari tamen ex iſtis criteriis poteſt, 
utrum abſque erroris metu allegationem quandam pro 


uſtin erta et accurata habere, et in delineanda ſacri textus 
mon hiſtoria tuto ea uti queamus, an vero in dubio res re- 
heck linquenda ſit: id quod conſilio noſtro abunde ſufficit. 


Grieſbachu Huſt. textus Ep. Paulin. ſect. 1. § 1 z. 


on in The criteria, of which Grieſbach here ſpeaks, he has 
h we explained in his Diſſertatio de codicibus Evangeliorum 
neus . Orgenianis, Halæ 1771, p. 36—50. See alſo Wet- 
th re lien Animadverſiones et cautiones, ſect. 14. 

4, (0 | Z 5 
baby PAGE 374. 1 

t from 10. The Greek words, John xx. 17. are, Ayes avry 1 
e fit e Ions, un A ar. What miſtake then has Epiphanius 11 
com- here committed ? | 1 
which, WF PAGE 377. 

to be . 11. I know not whether Ephrem underſtood Hebrew, 


Latin. but he certainly underſtood Greek, for his life has been 
ns and bitten by a Syrian hiſtorian, who expreſſly relates that 
an ar? Ephrem was inſtructed in Greek by Baſilius, the biſhop 
farhe WF vho ordained him deacon. See Aſſemani Bibl. Orient. 
| LOm, I, p. 44. 

PAGE 
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| PAGE 380. 
12. Our author delivers in his Orient. Bibl. Vol. VIII. 


p. 153. the ſame rules, as in this part of his Introduc- 


tion. 

13. Mill's Prolegomena, § 608—1079. Wetfteni 
Prolegomena, p. 65—79. Much valuable information 
on this ſubject may likewiſe be derived from Simon hiſ- 
toire critique des principaux commentateurs du Nou- 
veau Teſtament. 


PAGE 381. 
14. This very example is a proof that Porphyry did 
not quote from the Syriac verſion, unleſs we ſuppoſe that 
the Syriac, as well as the Greek text, was altered in con- 
ſequence of his objection, But it cannot be inferred, 
with any certainty, from his objection, that a Syriac 
verſion of the Greek Teſtament at that time exiſted ; nor 
is it probable that a writer, who was maſter of the Greek, 
and who wrote not to edify an illiterate congregation, 
but addreſſed his arguments to the moſt learned among 
the Chriſtians, would have had recourſe to a tranſlation, 
though the tranſlation had been eſtabliſhed by the church 
of his country. With reſpe& to the other example, 
| & Hoaun, Mark i. 2. we muſt not forget, that thong 
it was the reading of the Syriac verſion, it is the reading 
likewiſe of ſeveral Greek manuſcripts, though our autho! 
ſays that their number is ſmall. But as the Codex Vir 
ticanus, Cantabrigienſis, Stephani a, and Codex Reuctr 
lini, are in the number of thoſe, which have «© Has; 
as the ſame reading is found in the Coptic, the Armenian, 
the Vulgate, the old Italic, and the Gothic; and as 5 
quoted by Irenæus, Origen, and Jerom, it was probably 
the reading of the Greek MSS. in general in the die 
of Porphyry. It affords therefore no preſumption what. 
ſoever, that Porphyry quoted from the Syriac verſion. 
In fact, no evidence, either hiſtorical or critical, h 
hitherto been produced, ſufficient to warrant the 1 
nion that a Syriac verſion at that time exiſted. See i 


Notes to ch. vii. & 6. of this Introduction. * 
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PAGE 382. | 
11. 8 15. Wetſtein actually quotes in this verſe Tertullia- 
Wo nus de carne Chriſt, c. 19. | 
16. In thoſe examples, in which Wetſtein does not 
5 quote the particular book or page of a Greck father, 
2 the reader may generally diſcover them himſelf. When 
il he quotes Theophylact, for inſtance, without any further 


reference, it is as eaſy to find the place in his commen- 
tary, as the paſſage in the Bible, becauſe it is continued 
with the text in an uninterrupted ſeries. 


n — 


CA + £3 IM 
Conjeftural Emendations of the Greek Teſtament. 


_ = AGE: 390. 
1. It does not appear to have been Wetſtein's mean- 
ing, that the ſame liberties in regard to critical con- 
jecture, in which the firſt editors of the Greek Teſta- 
ment indulged themſelves, might be taken by a critic 
of the eighteenth century, for Wetſtein has not admit- 


- | ted into the text of his edition any conjectures whatſo- 
010 ever; though he has frequently quoted them in his notes. 
in i The meaning of this critic was, that as Stephens de- 
athor parted from the text of Eraſmus, Beza from the text of 
1 Stephens, and the Elzevir editors again from Beza, ſo 


it was allowable for a critic in the preſent age to alter 
the readings of the text which is now in common ule, 
wherever they can be ſhewn, by a decided majority of 
evidence from the Greek manuſcripts, the Greek fathers, 
an] the ancient verſions, to be ſpurious. The truth of 
| this aſſertion is not to be doubted, for if a paſſage is not 
authentic in itſelf, it acquires no prerogative by length 
| of time, or by having been printed in a thouſand edi- 


71100, 

* uons, between the year 1514 and the cloſe of the eigh- 
- opt deenth century, See Wetſtein's N. T. Vol. II. p. 852. 
and the preface to the ſecond yolume of Grieſbach's - 


EXT: ov. 1 
Yor, II. Gg g = 
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2. But though Wetſtein defends the right of critical 
conjecture, he recommends great caution in the appli- 
cation of it: and ſays, Vol. II. p. 858. Quicquid au- 
tem ſit de aſſerti noſtri metaphyſica veritate, illud ſaltem 
de momento ejus moneo, nemini inde magnum pericu- 
lum imminere; licet enim pleraſque omnes, quas vidi, 
et in V. L. expoſui, conjecturas doctas atque ingenioſas 
exiſtimem, neque proinde ſtudium cujuſquam vitupe- 
rem, ingenue tamen fateor, ex omnibus illis vix iam aui 
alteram ſeſe mihi probare utcunque potuiſſe. 


c 6 — 

3. J have here given an Engliſh tranſlation of our 
author's German tranſlation. Whoever wiſhes to ex 
mine the words uſed by Origen himſelf, will find them 
in Wetſtein's note to Matth. viii. 28. | 


PAGE 400. 3 
4. This quotation likewiſe may be ſeen in the orig. 
nal, in Wetſtein's Note to John i. 28. 


PAGE 402. 

Our author having rejected the critical emendi- 
tions of his predeceſſors, propoſes here a long catalogue 
of examples, where he would alter the text of the Greek 
Teſtament, without the authority of any manuſerph 
father, or verſion. It is true that he diſplays in them 
both ingenuity and learning; and as he leaves them te 
the determination of the reader, it would be foreign '0 
the preſent purpoſe to call in queſtion the probabllity of 
any one example in particular: and for that reaſon ti 
reader will excuſe my having given no extracts ito 
two German works, to which he refers in two or three 
inſtances in the courſe of this ſection, viz. Michaels 
Hiftory of the Reſurrection, entitled in German, 1 

ferſtehungs-Geſchichte, and Michaelis's Moſaic Lan, 
entitled in German, Moſaiſches Recht. But as cf 
conjecture is at beſt a deſperate remedy, and the 2 
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from which the genuine readings of the Greek Teſta- 
| ment may be drawn, are ſo numerous, the diſeaſe muſt 
r be very grievous, where a medicine of this nature can be 
juſtly applied. In a commentary, or an introduction, 
amendments of this kind may be propoſed, but they 
x ſhould never be admitted into the text of the Greek 
5 Teſtament itſelf. The alterations which have been made 


= by Grieſbach are clear and decifive ; they are founded 
af on authorities, which are not to be rejected. But as 
85 ſoon as we admit a reading, that is found in no ancient 
manuſcript, in no ancient father, and in no ancient ver- 
lon, we rely merely on the opinion of the propoſer, who, 
= though poſſeſſed of the moſt profound learning, and en- 
= dued with the greateſt ingenuity, is not only expoſed to 
. the danger of miſtaking the meaning of a paſſage, and 
of amending therefore where no amendment is neceſſary, 
but in the corrections themſelves may be guided rather 
by a lively imagination, than a ſolid judgement, or, what 
„ eenders them ſtill more precarious, may be influenced 
"; by polemical as well as critical motives, which it is ſome- 
umes difficult to diſtinguiſh, and with the honeſt in- 
tention of reſtoring what he ſuppoſes the genuine text, 
_ recommend ſuch readings as favour his own party. It 
- 9 Sas that we cannot apply this objection to our author, 
— 1 10 makes an accurate diſtinction between critical and 
25 eological conjecture; but as the line of ſeparation is 
n ometimes difficult to be drawn, and the principle, if 
*. 8 admitted, is ſubject to the greateſt abuſe, it is cer- 
t 2 ow! more ſafe to reject it, at leaſt from the text itſelf, 
Fir editions of the Greek Teſtament. 
n the 
PAGE 405. 
** LE The perſon, who ſigns Hinte R. in Bowyer's cri- 
eli a conjectures, is Markland. In the third edition the 
„ me 15 written at full length. 
Las, | 
* PAGE 409. 
— 7. In the reference to 3 Maccab. iii. 22. is an erra- 


155 tum which J have not been able to correct. 
Ggg 2 PAGE 
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PAGE 417. 


8. See on this ſubject Simon Hiſt. crit. du texte du 
N. T. ch. zmz. 


— —„— 


7 ͤ T EE RX. 


Of the Authors, who have collected Various Readings to lit 
Greek Teſtament. 


LG PAGE 420. 
1. Our author means the firſt edition. In the ſecond 
edition of the Apparatus criticus 1t 15 p. 74- 


. _ PAGE 423- 

2. Another edition of this work was publiſhed at 
Cambridge in 1642, folio, under the following title 
Joachimi Camerarii commentarius in Novum Feedus 
elaboratus, nunc denuo plurimum illuſtratus et locus 
pletatus. | 
PAGE 425. 

3. See Mill's Prolegomena, § 1 505. 


| PAGE 429. 

4. To the names mentioned by our author, may be 
added thoſe of Ceſar de Miſſy, Jackſon, Woide, Alt 
and Birch. See alſo the account given by Le Long 0. 
thoſe critics, who have engaged in collecting van 
readings to the New Teſtament, in his Bibliotheca {act 
Tom. I. p. 466—468. ed. Pariſ. 1723: the chaptel 
Wetſtein's Prolegomena, p. 170—18 1. de warme 
lectionum collectoribus atque editoribus: Simon Hit 
toire critique du texte du N. T. ch. xxix: and 
genuinis N. T. lectionibus, cap. vi. 


1 FS | | HATE 
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Of the editions of the Greek Teſtament. 


ECT > 


PAGE 430. 
. 1. The German title of this work is, Nachricht von 
einer Halliſchen Bibliothek. It was a periodical publi- 
cation of Dr. Baumgarten, and printed between the 
years 1748 and 1751, in eight volumes 8 vo. Mill and 
| Wetſtein, in their Prolegomena, and Grieſbach in the 
preiace to the ſecond volume of his Greek Teſtament, 
| have deſcribed the principal editions of the Greek Teſ- 
| tament: allo Fabricius in his Bibliotheca Greca, Vol. IV. 
p. 185—19 1. Bengel in his Apparatus criticus, p. 69 — 
06. ed. 2da. Walch in his Bibliotheca Theologica, 
Tom. IV. p. 14—32. A very complete account, not 
only of the principal or critical, but of the editions of 
the Greek Teſtament in general, is given by Dr. Maſch, 
in his improved edition of Le Long Bibliotheca facra, 
P. I. p. 189—328. Thoſe who have not this edition, 
may conſult the Paris edition of Le Long Bibliotheca 


to the 


cond 


ed at 

title, 
«(es 
loco 


lacra, Tom. I. p. 199—226, 
may be [i | 
Alter, PAGE 431. | 
ong, 0 2. It 1s generally ſuppoſed, that before the Complu- 
vano Bn fentian edition of the Greek Teſtament, which was 
a (act, WE finiſhed in 1514, no part of the Greek Teſtament had 
zpter u ever been printed. But the fix firſt chapters of the Goſ- 
ariaru bel of St. John were printed at Venice, by Aldus Manu- 
n Hä. dus, in 1 504, as appears from the ſubſcription, Venetus 
Plaff c ex Aldi Academia, menſe Junio MD1111. A copy of 


this hitherto unknown edition is preſerved in the library 

of the Duke of Würtenberg, at Stuttgard, and is de- 

ſcribed by Adler in the Repertorium, Vol. XVIII. 

p. 150. The whole of St. John's Goſpel was publiſhed 

i Tibingen in 1514. See Le Long Bibl. facra, ed. 
EI ch, P. II. Vol. III. p. 624. 
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COMPLUTENSIAN EDITIONS, 


| PAGE 431. 

3. The Complutenſian Polyglot is beſt deſcribed in 
Le Long Bibliotheca ſacra, ed. Maſch, P. I. p. 332— 
339. where the authors are enumerated who have wriit- 
ten on this celebrated edition. 


PAGE 431. 
4. For the German titles of theſe publications, fe 
Note 1 5. to this ſection. | 


| | . _ PAGER 433. 

5. The account given in the preface to the Complu- 
tenſian edition of the Greek Teſtament, in regard to the 
Greek MSS. which were ſent from the Pope's library, b 
hardly reconcileable with the ſubſcription at the end df 
the Revelation. In the former no mention is made even 
of the Codex Rhodienſis, or of any other MSS. than 
thoſe ſent from the Pope's library, c on x H 0 &YVite 
rærog EV X WATHE, KO KUPLOG h, © r ο BOX HERE'S Asus 
dex, Th Oπ TAauTy TVAAGpEavty Tp0-JV (98 [h£v05, ex TH 
a -oRueng OE NaN eng afyopiva, emewbe, . r. A. Now Leo. 
was elected Pope March 11, 1513, and yet the {ub- 
ſcription at the end of the Revelation bears date Jan. 19, 
1514. If therefore the manuſcripts were ſent by Leo J. 
they muſt have arrived when at leaſt three parts of the 
Greek Teſtament were already printed, and yet the editon, 
in the preface at leaſt, mention no other manulcrip6 
One mode of folving the difficulty is, to ſuppoſe tit 
manuſcripts were ſent from Rome by Julius II. the prede- 
ceſſor of Leo X. and that the writer of the preface to ' 
Complutenſian Greek Teſtament, who knew that! . 
latter was at that time Pope, but perhaps was ignore 
how long he had' reigned, committed an anachron'n 
In aſcribing to Leo X. what had been done by Julius i 


Or perliaps he knew that they were ſent by Juhas - 


Or Leo + 


befole 


but meant to flatter the vanity of the reigning Pope, 
attributing to him an act of his predeceſſor. 


Val 
- 8. 
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before he was Pope, might have þ 
| frocuring them from the V atican, 
| titled to the compliment. 


839 
cen inſtrumental in 
and be therefore en- 
The queſtion ſtill remains 


bed in to be anſwered, whether they had other manuſcripts of 
332 the Greek Teſtament, beſide thoſe, which were ſent from 
e writ: Rome. The filence of the editors is no proof of the 
contrary, for they make no mention of the Codex Rho- 
dienſis, though Stunica, in his controverſy with Eraſmus, 
requently applies to It, as a manuſcript uſed in the 
ns, ſce omplutenſian edition. Cardinal Ximenes, in the pre- 
face to the firſt volume, (it is true that what he there 
lays relates chiefly to the Old Teſtament) fays, quorum 
| Quidem tam ebrzorum, quam Græcorum ac Latino- 
mplu- WF wum multiplicem copiam variis ex locis non ſine ſummo 
to the adore conquiſimus. But he adds, Ex ipſis quidem 
y, ö ca Sanctitati tuæ debemus, qui ex ipſa apoſtolica 
nd of wlotheca antiquiſſimos tum Veteris, tum Novi Teſta. 
> even menti perquam humane ad nos miſiſti, qui nobis in 
than * Negotio maximo fuerunt adjumento.* N ow, as ever 
2 Vit ody would underſtand from this ſentence that Ximenes 
Arn s indebted for al} his Greek manuſcripts to Leo X. 
= he has either expreſſed himſelf in too general terms, in 
0. order to compliment the Pope, or Stunica has appealed 
{ub- to a manuſcript, that was never uſed, and which no au- 
. — ut himſelf *PPears to have ever ſeen. With re- 
J. P 


10 ig the Codex Ravianus, ſee Note 243. to ch. viii. 
ect. 6. | | 


d-writing, which Montfaucon has 
graphia Græca, from the firſt intro- 
"as ion of the ſmall letters, down to the fifteenth cen- 
ion more. than that which is found 
688 4 | 
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of the ninth century. See Montſaucon Pal:ographi T 
Græca, p. 271. On the other hand, letters not very ne 
unlike the Complutenſian are found in manuſcripts of a0 
the eleventh, twelfth, and even thirteenth century, Se th 
the Palæographia, p. 291. 293. 308. 324. la 
8. It is generally ſaid that the Complutenſian Greek CC 

Teſtament is printed without any accents, and the fame 
is aſſerted even in the preface to the work itſelf: Nude de 
tantum litere fine lis aut ſpirituum aut tonorum noti; lc 
impreſſæ: and again, viſum eſt priſcam in eo lingue th 
Ulius vetuſtatem majeſtatemque intactam retinere, ac 2 
opus ipſum prætermiſſis etiam ipſis quibilſvis minimis ap- ar 
pendiculis excuſum ad imaginem antiquarum ſcriptun. a5 
rum publicare.” Yet whoever examines the Compu- 
tenſian Greek Teſtament, will find that the words ac qq. 
really accented : of which the editors in the fame pre 
give the following account, Cæterum ne alicui dubiun 
aliquod poſſit occurrere, in qua videlicet ſyllaba accen- 

tum oporteat collocari, fimplex tantum apex in poly- m 
ſyllabis dictionibus adjectus eſt; et is quidem non tan G 
quam Græcus accentus, ſed tanquam notula fignumque Pc 
quo dirigt poſſit lector, ne in prolatione, modulatiomae WM A 
dictionum aliquando labatur.“ Now this ſimplex apet al 
is preciſely the Greek acute accent, and it is conſtant) ar 
placed upon that ſyllable, to which the acute accent, ic er 
cording to the common rules of accentuation, belongs, bf in 
inſtance, on the antepenultimate of Ages, and d. qt 
ros, on the penultimate of 4 r, aug, &c. The G 
place of the tone therefore is as diſtinctly marked in the by 
Complutenſian, as in any other edition; and it is ſurch 12 

a contradiction to ſay, that it is printed fine ullis too 0 

rum notis, and yet to acknowledge that a ſimplex a7 ot 
(which is the acute accent itſelf) is placed over the yl " 
lable to which the tone belongs. Further, it 1s {and i 
the preface, that this apex being deſigned as a guide 10 u 
learners, is placed only over polyſyllables ; yet who | 
examines the work itſelf will find, that it is placed over | 2 
every diſſyllable without exception. At the fame UT 
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Teſtament ſo far differs from the common editions, that 
no ſeparate mark is uſed for the circumflex or the grave 
accent: the place of the circumflex being ſupplied by 
the acute accent, which is alſo printed over the laſt ſyl- 
lable of words, where the grave accent is printed in the 
common editions. 

9. Accents afford no proof that a manuſcript is mo- 
dern; for they are found in ſeveral very ancient manu- 
ſeripts written even with uncial letters; for inſtance, 
the Vaticanus, Claromontanus, Sangermanenſis, Regius 
2861. Codex Wolfi, &c. Perhaps there are as many 
ancient manuſcripts in uncial letters, which have accents, 
as thoſe, which have not. See Note 29. to ch. xm. 

10. See Note 347. to chap. viii. ſect. 6. where the 


| queſtion is clearly decided in the negative, 


PAGE 43s: Ss 

11. If the editors of the Complutenſian Greek Teſta- 
ment had uſed this mark in thoſe caſes only, where the 
Greek text differs from the Latin, as our author ſup- 
poles, this argument might be admitted in favour of the 
allertion, that the Greek text of this edition has not been 
altered from the Latin. But I have found numberleſs ex- 
amples where this mark is uſed, though there is no differ- 
ence whatſoever between the Greek and Latin texts, For 
inſtance 1 John v. 7. Quoniam tres ſunt 0020 o 
qui teſtimonium dant, though here is no omiſſion, the 
Greek being oTs 7e £10W 04 (+ &PTUBEVTES, It was therefore 
by no means che intention of the Complutenſian editors 
to point out by this mark the difference between the 
Greek and the Latin texts: and they had evidently no 
other object in view, in the inſertion of this mark, than 
to dilate the Latin text, as often as it occupied leſs ſpace 
than the Greek, and vice verſa, in order that both co- 
lumns might correſpond line for line. | 

12. That the Greek Text 1 John v. 7. in the Com- 
plutenfian edition is a mere tranſlation of one of the 


editors, is probable, becauſe the paſſage is found in not a 


ngle ancient, and in only two modern manuſcripts, the 
| | Mont- 
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Montfortianus and the Ravianus, the latter of which i 
only a copy of this edition; and in the former the text 
is very different from that in the Complutenſian edition, 
It cannot therefore, as in the third edition of Eraſmus, 
have been taken from this manufcript : though on the 
other hand, it is not impoſſible that they found it in 
ſome modern MS. in which the paſſage, as in the Cod, 
Montfortianus, had been already tranſlated. The quel: 
tion can never be decided, becauſe the MSS. which they 
uſed are either deſtroyed, or are at leaſt unknown. It 
ts however of no importance, whether the paſſage was 
. tranſlated by a Complutenſian editor, or by a tranſcriber 
of the fifteenth century. That the Latin Vulgate, as 
printed in the Complutum edition, had peculiar influ- 
ence on the Greek, in the whole of this paſſage, is not 
to be denied, for the clauſe xa oz retig 818 T0 EV £401, im- 
mediately preceding big rm pegrogicy, which is omitted 
in not a ſingle ancient Greek manuſcript, nor in our 
printed editions, though in ſome few manuſcripts of the 
Vulgate, is rejected from the Complutum edition, tor 
no other reaſon than becauſe it 1s there wanting 1n the 
Latin text: ſo that this clauſe, which in the common 
editions occurs twice, occurs there only once, and that 
exactly in the place, where it does not occur in the 
Greek manuſcripts. The circumſtance likewiſe proves, 
that the Complutenſian editors made uſe of modern mi- 
nuſcripts of the Vulgate, for this final clauſe of the 
eighth verſe is found in all the copies of the Vulgate 
which were written before the Lateran council held i 
the year 1215. 


| PAGE 430. N 

13. This very modern manuſcript, which Eraſmus 
calls Britannicus, is no other than the Codex Montfot- 
tianus, as appears from Note 220. to ch. vill. ſect. 1 
14. The proper queſtion to be aſked ſeems to be + 
following, Did not the Complutenſian editors, in c. f 
ſequence of a too high opinion of the, Vulgate, 0 1 
miſtaken zeal for the Chriſtian religion, introduce _— 


tum 
che 
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times into the Greek text readings of the Vulgate, which 
chey did not find in the Greek manulcripts *” 


PAGE 438. 
15. But Grieſbach makes a proper diſtinction between 
| the Greek reading are, which can refer only to © Chriſt,” 
| and the Latin reading ejus, which may refer either to 
Chriſt, or to Mary. 
| 16. But it is the reading of the Arabic verſian pub- 
iſhed by Erpenius. | 
PAGE 439. | 

17. As the controverſy between Semler and Goeze, 
relative to the Complutenſian Bible, was conducted in 
$ German, it might be expected that a ſhort abſtra& ſhould 
be given of it in theſe notes; but as this would take up 
too much room, I will quote only the titles of the prin- 
cipal publications, for the ſake of thoſe who are ac- 


W quainted with German, and who may wiſh to examine 


the ſubje& more minutely. 
| Semler's hiſtoriſche und kritiſche Sammlungen über 
| die ſo genannten Beweis-Stellen in der Dogmatik, Vol. I. 
4 Halle 1764, 8vo. 
- Goezen's Vertheidigung der Complutenfiſchen Bibel 
inſonderheit des Neuen Teſtaments gegen die Wetſtein- 
iſchen und Semlerſchen Beſchuldigungen, Hamburg 
1765, 8vo. . 
Semler's genauere · Unterſuchung der ſchlechten Be- 
ſchaffenheit des zu Alcala gedruckten Neuen Teſta- 
ments, Halle 1766, 8vo. 
| Goezen's ausführlichere Vertheidigung des Complu- 
tenſiſchen Neuen Teſtaments, Hamburg 1766, 8vo. 
Semler's hiſtoriſche und kritiſche Sammlungen über 
die ſo genannten Beweis- Stellen in der Dogmatik, Vol. II. 
Halle 17638. | 
| Goezens Fortſetzung der ausführlicheren Vertheidi- 
gung des Complutenſiſchen Grieſchiſchen N. T. nebſt 


einer Sammlung der vornehmſten Verſchiedenheiten des 


— und der Vulgata derſelben, Hamburg 1 769, 
vo. | 
It 
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It was the principal object of Goeze to ſupport the 
authenticity of 1 John v. 7. and as this paſſage is in the 
Complutenſian Bible, he defended the antiquity and 
value of the Greek manuſcripts, from which he ſuppoſed 
that paſſage had been taken, and not tranſlated from 
the Latin. Semler's object was to ſhew the ſpuriouſnck 
of this paſſage, and at the ſame time to, ſupport the opi- 
nion of Wetſtein, that the text of the Complutenhian 
_ Greek Teſtament in general is of little value. Now in 
this controverſy two queſtions have been united, which 
ought to be ſeparated. 1. Whether 1 John v. 7. be 
genuine. 2. Whether the manuſcripts uſed by the Com- 
plutenſian editors were ancient and valuable: for the one 
might be denied, though the other were affirmed, fnce 
editors who uſed the beſt manuſcripts might interpolate 
a ſpurious paſſage. The former queſtion, is at preſent 
clearly decided in the negative. In regard to the latter, 
J am too little acquainted with the Complutenſian 
Bible to be able to form any judgement ; it 1s ſufficient 
therefore to add, that Grieſbach accedes to the opinion 
of Wetſtein and Semler, and fays, in the preface to the 
ſecond volume of his Greek Teſtament, p. 16. Com- 
plutenſes non habuerunt codices Græcos, niſi paucos, 
recentes, exigul fere, fi ad lectionum bonitatem ſpectes 
preti. ©2355 | 
PAGE 440. | i 

18. The reading of the Complutenſian edition 15 not 
ag Bud hegt, but cw; £15 Bub g ee. The editions copied fron 
that of Complutum, to which our author alludes, ate 
the Plantin, and the Geneva editions. 


6 PAGE 4414. | 

19. This very circumſtance may conſole us for their 
loſs, for, as rockets are not made ef vellum, it is à cel. 
tain proof that the MSS. were written on paper, n 
therefore of no great antiquity. It is true that our autho! 
calls them vellum MSS. on account of che words coin 


membranas inutiles,” quoted in his note. But the — 
| c 
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| <como' makes this expreſſion too indeterminate, to lead i | 
the to any certain concluſion. 106 l 
1 the 0 
and PAGE 442. | 
oled 20. Our author gives here ſome examples from the 1 
from book of Revelation, in which the Codex Guelpherby- we 
(nels tanus C. agrees with the Complutenſian edition. For Wh i 
Opi- inſtance, ch. v. 8. they both omit oi before EIXOTLTETTUpES, 4 il 
nhan ch. vi. 15. have Tw Jeeves for rs Igor, VET. 16. eri, ud e pan 10 6 
. 10 for eri, wit un. He has given ſeveral other examples, but | 
ich on comparing theſe with the liſt of readings ib Knittel's 
. be own publication, I have found them to be errata, which 
m- [ have not taken the pains to correct, as they ſeem to 
© one be of no importance. | 
&nce 21. The mark, to which our author alludes, was not 
olate intended to point out the difference between the Greek 
elent and Latin texts. See above, Note 11. 
iter, | | 
nſian . PAGE 443. 
cient 22, From the Greek text of the Complutenſian edi- 1 
inion tion were printed the following, viz. ſeven at Antwerp 1 
o the by Plantin in 1564, 1573, 1574, 1590, 1591, 1601. a b | if 
Zom- 1612: five Geneva editions in 1609, 1619, 1620, 1628, . F 
ucos 1632: and laſtly that of Mayntz in 1753. Theſe are +»: 
(tes, deſcribed in Le Long Bibl. ſacra, ed. Maſch, P. I. p. N 74 "i 
191—195. ä wb 
1 
2 EDITIONS BY ERASMUS. 1 
„ dle 2᷑3. The origin and progreſs of the editions by Eraſ- 1 
mus 1 related at full length in Wetſtein's Prolegomena, 1 
p. 120—141. and in Le Long. Bibl. ſacra, ed. Maſch, 1 
P. I. p. 281-292. 255 129 
24. See Maittaire Annales Typographici, Tom. II. 1 


Pars prior, p. 2. Note e. N 
25. The firſt edition of Eraſmus, which was finiſhed 
n 1516, was not only not begun in 1513, but not even 
Propoled to Eraſmus before April 17th, 1515: for Rhe- 
naus, in a letter addreſſed to him from Baſel 22 
ate, 
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date, writes, Petit Frobenius abs te Novum Teft:- 
mentum, pro quo tantum ſe daturum pollicetur, quan- 
tum alius quiſquam. Ib. Not. b. And Eraſmus himſelf 
ſays of his firſt edition, Præcipitatum fuit verius quam 
.editum. The ſubſcription to this firſt edition is Baſiliæ, 
in ædibus Johannis Frobenii Hammelburgenſis, Menſe 
Februario, Anno . D. xvi. But, what is extraordinary, 
and ſeems hardly to agree with the date of Rhenanus's 
letter, the preface to the annotations annexed to this 
firſt edition is dated, Baſileæ, M. D. xv. 


| PAGE 444. | 
26. The article is not omitted before «x in almoſt 


all our editions of the Greek Teſtament ; Wetſtein at 
leaſt quotes only thoſe of Colinæus and Bengel. The 
omiſſion, which may rather be aſcribed to the hurry of 
Eraſmus than to actual deſign, was corrected by Roben 
Stephens; ſee his third edition, p. 198 and the article 
is really found before ag, not only in that of Stephens, 
but in-all the common editions. 878 

27. This edition has two dates, for the fubſcription 
at the bottom of p. 565. is M. p. XVIII. but the tw 
following pages are dated M. D. x1x. 


| PAGE 445 
28. The manuſcripts which Balm uſed, are thoſe 
- noted by Wetſtein in the firſt part 1. 2. 3. 61. 69. 
(Proleg. p. 120.) 4. 7. in the ſecond part, and 1. in tie 
fourth part. | 


2 PAGE 446. 

29. It is probably a miſtake that two editions of the 
Greek Teſtament were printed at Straſburg in the fame 
year 1524. Maittaire, in his Annales Typographici, I „I. 
Pars poſterior, p. 644. deſcribes Novum Teſtamentum 
Græce cura Fabricii Capitonis editum apud Wolfun 
Cephalzum, 8 vo. Argentorati 1524: but makes no _ 
tion of any other edition of the Greek Teftament a 
Straſburg in the ſame year. Our author ſeems to hate 


| n | #555 a2 th 1 another 
er en 1524 with 1534, in which _ Ves albu 


- 
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Straſburg edition of the Greek Teſtament appeared, but 


: this was not modelled after the edition of A dus. See 
Le Long Bibl. facra, ed. Maſch, P. I. p. 198. 
* 30. This edition, which has a preface by Oecolam- 
2 | padius, was re- printed in 1535, with the ſubſcription, 
1 Baſileæ apud Jo. Bebelium, menſe Februario, Ax. 
x M.D. XXXV. | 
oy PAGE 447. 
ry 31. Dr. Harwood has likewiſe a very high opinion of 
| this edition, for in his view of the various editions of 
the claſſics, p. 118. he ſays, I have found this edition 
of the Greek Teſtament by Colinæus by far the beſt and 
of | moſt correct. ane, | 
at 32. The full title of this edition is given in Le Long 
pe Bibliotheca ſacra, ed. Maſch, P. I. p. 302. It there ap- 
of pears, that though Wetſtein has aſcribed to it the title 
n editio Bogardi, and our author deſcribes Bogard as the 
ce WE publiſher, that Bogard has no concern in the publication. 
8 Some of the copies were ſold in his ſhop, and theſe hae 
| on the title * veneunt apud Jacobum Bogardum, while 
on che ther copies have veneunt apud Johannen Neigny. : 
15 33. Three editions of the Greek Teſtament were ; 
publiſhed by Plater at Baſel, the firſt in 1538, the ſe- — 
cond in 1540, the third in 1543. See a deſcription of 15 
them in Le Long Bib. ſacra, ed. Maſch, P. I. 200. Now i 
oe dhe title of the third correſponds to that which is here 
69 $ given by our author and dated by him 1544. Hts date ö 
ie | therefore is probably a miſtake, and ought to be 1543. ; 
It is true that Maittaire in his Annales Typographici, = 
Tom. III. Pars prior, p. 357. mentions a fourth edition : 
che by Plater in 1544, but he acknowledges that he had 1 
8 never ſeen it, and that he relies on the authority of Le 2 
11, Long. Now Dr. Maſch in the place above quoted ſays, 4 
15 Addit Le Long editionem iteratam anno 1544, de qua 1 
3 vero omnino dubito. : : | a 1 
ot 34- Ev ry x ens for e r dN e Ene is found in no MS, 1 
a and in no other edition: and as it not only alters the ſenſe mn 
on | 35 Our author ſays, but even deſtroys it, it is undoubt- mm 


| edly an error of the preſs. b 
PAGE 
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| PAGE 448. _ 
35. Our author mentions only ſeven editions taken 


from the text of Eraſmus, but they amount to upwards 


of twenty. See Le Long Bib. facra. ed. Maſch, P.]. 
p. 196—205. | 


EDITIONS BY R. STEPHENS. 


36. Prima Stephani editio Complutenſem ſequitur 
preſſius, quidque ipſe probarit magis indicat: ſecundi 
item, ſed admixtis erratis pluribus: in tertia, Eraſmi edi. 
tioni quintæ vix uſpiam mutatæ marginem varietate edi. 


tionis Complutenſis et MSS. ſuorum diſtinctum opponit. 


See Grieſbach's Pref. to the 2d. Vol. of 
his Greek Teſtament, p. 24—26. 


37. Wetſtein, in his Prolegomena, p. 143, 144. his 
clearly ſhewn, that H. Stephens was the perſon who col- 
ted the manuſcripts for the editions publiſhed by hs 
father R. Stephens. Now it is generally ſuppoſed, and 
it is likewiſe aſſerted by our author, in treating of the 
Codices Stephanici, that all the fixteen manuſcripts (in- 
cluding the Complutenſian edition) which are quoted 
R. Stephens's edition of 1 550,” had been collated pre 


vious to the firſt edition of 1546. But we muſt except 


at leaſt the Codex g, which could not have been collated 
till after the year 1547, becauſe this manuſcript Wi 
collated in Italy, and H. Stephens did not go into Italy 
before that year. See Maittaire Hiſtoria Stephanorun, 
p. 204—207. Nor does R. Stephens fay a ſyllable about 
any manuſcript collated in Italy, in the preface to hu 
two firſt editions, though he particularly ment:0ns the 
manuſcripts borrowed from the royal library. It 15 fs 
that in the preface to the edition of 1 550 he pretenG, 
have regulated the text of his two firſt editions, by 


! . . E 
extracts from all the manuſcripts which he quotes in: 


third: but this was probably done with no other west 


| 5 
than to enhance the value, and promote the ſale of hi 


en publications. 5 38 That 


4 


— 
2 
* 5 


* 
. * 
* 
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38. That is, Robert Stephens has noted in the margin 
of his edition five hundred and ninety-eight readings of 
the Complutenſian text, which differ from his own. But 
Mill, on collating the two editions, found that they dif- 
f-red in above ſeven hundred inſtances, in addition td 
thoſe which Stephens had marked, ſo that the whole 
number amounts to at leaſt thirteen hundred. See Mill's 
Prolegomena, § 1226. i and] | 

39. See Mill's Prolegomena, & 1220. In this ſame 
year another edition was printed at Paris, preciſely of 
the ſame ſize, and with types ſo nearly reſembling thoſe 
of the two firſt editions of R. Stephens, that without 
due attention the one might be miſtaken for the other. 
The title is Tuc xawng Galnng amarrs, Novum Teſta- 
mentum. Pariſiis, impenſis viduæ Arnoldi Birkmanni, 
1549. 16mo. At the end is, Excudebat Lutetiæ Pariſi- 
orum Benedictus Prævotius, typographus, in vico Fre- 
mentello, ad clauſum Brunellum, ſub inſigni ſtellæ au- 
reæ, anno M. p. xLIx. Idibus Martiis. But it conſiſts of 
two volumes; and there are no Greek letters in the 
margin expreſſive of the ancient Greek chapters, as in 
the editions by R. Stephens. It ſeems to be nothing 
more than a re- impreſſion of R. Stephens's firſt edition. 


Le Long, in his Bib. ſacra, P. I. p. 21 f. ed. Maſch, men- 


tions another edition of the ſame ſize, and printed at Paris 
in the ſame year, with the very ſame ſubſcription; but 
inſtead of Birkmann, the name of Haultin is on the title 
page. I have never ſeen it: but it is probably the ſame 
edition, with a different title- page. 
40. The three firſt and fifth of the editions of Robert 
Stephens were publiſhed at Paris, the fourth at Geneva. 
The two firſt are in 12mo. and have no various read- 
ings: the third which is in folio is one of the moſt elegant 
editions that were ever printed, and has the readings of 
Stephens's manuſcripts in the margin. In the fifth, va- 
rious readings are printed at the end. They are deſcribed 
in Le Long Bib. facra, ed. Maſch, P. I. p. 208—214. 
395—307. The editions which were printed from thoſe 
of Robert Stephens are deſcribed ib. p. 215—222, 
Vor. II. H hh EDETIONS 
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EDITIONS BY BEZA. 


l PAGE 449. | 
41. I have given a literal tranſlation of this ſentence, 
but I do not exactly comprehend its meaning. The 
words ſeem to import, that Beza procured Stephens 
edition of 1550, in which various readings had been 
written in the margin, in addition to thoſe which are 
printed in that. edition. In writing this ſentence our 
author had probably in view the following paſſage in 
Mill's Prolegomena, § 1258. Paulo poſt evulgatam a 
Rob. Stephano N. T. editionem illam nobiliſſimam anno 
15 50, Henricus ejus filius, notatis ad oram iſtius editi- 
onis lectionibus variantibus Ed. Complutenſis, et quin- 
decim MSS. exemplarium, adjecerat variationes aliorum 
decem codicum, et editionum pene omnium quæ Ste- 
phanicam præceſſerant. Hoc exemplar Robertus Theo- 
doro Bezæ ſuo in manus tradidit. But for this affertion 


Mill had no hiſtorical evidence, and the whole relation 


has no other ground than the following paflage in Bezz' 
preface to his edition of the Greek Teſtament (fign. 1111. 
ed. 1582). Ad hæc omnia acceſſit exemplar ex Ste- 
phani noſtri bibliotheca cum viginti quinque plus minus 
manuſcriptis codicibus, et omnibus pene impreſſis ab 
Henrico Stephano ejus filio et paternæ ſedulitatis hærede, 
quam diligentiſſime collatum. Now as only fifteen nu- 
nuſcripts are quoted in R. Stephen's edition of 1 550, and 
Beza uſes the expreſſion viginti quinque, Mill concluded 
that H. Stephens collated ten other manuſcripts ofter the 
publication of the edition of 1 550, that the readings of 
the ten additional manuſcripts were added to thoſe ol the 
other fifteen, and that the edition of 15 50, thus enriched 
with written marginal readings, was preſented to Theo- 
dore Beza. But as Henry Stephens himſelf has never 
given the leaſt hint of this ſecond collation of manu- 
{cripts, Wetſtein (Prol. p. 145.) contends that the words 
* viginti quinque plus minus are hyperbolical, and that 
proper allowance muſt be made for Beza's lax mode 0 


expreſſion: * verba hyperbolica Bezæ eſſe commoda nt 
1 terpre- 
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terpretatione mollienda. A more ingenious ſolution is 
that, which aſcribes the inaccuracy not to Beza himſeltf, 
but to the printer: namely, it has been ſuppoſed that 
Beza wrote xv codicibus, the number of manuſcripts ac- 
tually quoted in Stephens's margin, that xv was miſ- 


taken for xxv, and that hence aroſe the expreſſions vi- 
ginti quinque' in Beza's preface. Now all theſe expla- 


nations of Mill, Wetſtein, &c. reſt on the ſuppoſition 
that by the words Exemplar ex Stephani noſtri bibli- 
otheca,” Beza underſtood R. Stephens's edition of 1 5 50. 
But if this had been Beza's meaning, he would rather 
have ſaid Editio Stephanica an. 1 550, or editio Stephani 
tertia, and would hardly have uſed the indeterminate ex- 
preſſion Exemplar, without any thing to fix its meaning. 
Beſides, if he had meant the printed edition of 1 5 50, and 
the words viginti quinque are to be underſtood, not lite- 
rally with Mill, but hyperbolically with Wetſtein, why 
was it neceſſary for him to have recourſe to the library 


of R. Stephens in particular, when he might have pro- 


cured it from every bookſeller in Europe. By the word 
exemplar therefore I would rather underſtand ſome 


printed edition of the Greek Teſtament, prior to any of 


thoſe of R. Stephens, in which H. Stephens had noted, 
either in the margin, or on blank leaves, if the book was 
interleaved, the readings of thoſe manuſcripts, which he 
had collated for his father's editions. We know for cer- 
tain that, whatever' was the mode adopted by H. Ste- 
Phens in forming his collection of various readings, the 
collection itſelf, as written by H. Stephens, came into 
the hands of Beza. See Wetſtein's Prol. p. 145. We 
know likewiſe, that though only fifteen manuſcripts are 
quoted in Stephen's margin, a much greater number 
were examined by Henry Stephens, if not collated: for 
he ſays in his preface to the edition of 1587 (fee Wet- 
ſiein's Prol. p. 143) Pluſquam 7rizinta veteres ſcripture 
libros vidi, partim in regis Galliæ bibliotheca, (quorum 
autoritatem et fidem pater meus in illa editione grandi 
ecutus eſt) partim in Italicis. All theſe circumſtances 
are in favour of the above-mentioned hypotheſis, that 
H h h 2 | Beza 


\ 
"4 
: 
| 
i 
1 
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Beza underſtood by the. word © exemplar Henry Ste. 
phens's autograph. For as Beza knew that H. Stephens 
had ſeen upwards of thirty manuſcripts, but that 5 12 
teen were actually quoted in the edition of 1550, he 
might eaſily take ſome indeterminate medium, and uſe 
the expreſſion Exemplar cum viginti quinque plus minus 
MStis codicibus collatum, as he probably did not know 
the preciſe number that was actually collated. And as 
the ſubject related not to the printed text, but only to 
the marginal readings written by Henry Stephens, we ſee 
the reaſon why Beza uſed the general -term Exemplar, 
without thinking it neceffary to Rect the particular edi- 
tion. > | 
432. Our author is perfectly accurate in deſcribing the 
edition of 1 565, as the firſt edition, which Beza publiſhed 
of the Greek Teſtament. For though Beza's Latin 
tranſlation, which firſt appeared in 1556, was reprinted 
in 1559, accompanied with the Greek text, yet as that 
Greek text was nothing more than a re-impreffion of R. 
Stephens's fourth edition, it does not belong to the ſerie 
of editions publiſhed by Beza. See Wetſtein's Prole- 
gomena, p. 146. and Le Long Bib. ſacra, ed. Maſcl, 
Tom. I. p. 308. 55 bo 
43. In the dedication *© Chriſtiano lectori,“ which Bets 
has prefixed to his edition of 1582, he ſays, Non modo 
cum. variis ſeptendecim Græcorum codicum a Roberto. 
Stephano citatorum lectionibus, &c. In the edition of 
1598, he ſays, Annus agitur quadrageſimus ſecundus, 
Chriftiane lector, ex quo N. T. Latinam interpretationem 
emendare ſum aggreſſus, Græco contextu non modo cum 
novendecim vetuſtiſſimis manuſcriptis, &c. Now thele 
two accounts do not contradi& each other, becauſe in 
the word novendecim in the laſt edition, Beza meant to 


include his own two manuſcripts. But it is difficult ” 

| explain Beza's miſjake, in ſaying that ſeventeen mani tic 

_ ſcripts are quoted in the margin of R. Stephens's edition ha 
| | of 1550, when R. Stephens himſelf expreſſly declares | ac 
the preface to that edition that he quotes only fixt* be 

including the *Complutenſian: and though there dt, cd 


many errata in Stephens's margm, the number in or - 


AF 4 


* 5 
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| has never been diſcoyered in it. Perhaps however the 
miſtake was occaſioned in the following manner. We 
ſometimes ſay that the number of manuſcripts quoted by 
Stephens amounted to ſixteen, at other times we ſay that 
they amounted only to fifteen, according as we include 
the Complutenſian edition, or not. Beza therefore in 
writing his dedication might have a general recollection 
of ſixteen manuſcripts, and forget that the Complutenſian 
was included in that computation: in which caſe, as he 
knew that it was actually quoted, he might add it to the 


ſixteen, and thus deſcribe Stephens's manuſcripts as be- 


ing one more, than they really were. 

Another charge of ſtill greater inaccuracy is laid to 
Beza by Wetſtein, Prol. p. 148. Fœdiſſimum illud eſt 
quod circa varias lectiones a R. Stephano A* 1 550 editas 
commiſit: cum enim ex præfatione Stephani ſciret xv 
tantum MStos Codices ab eo conſultos et cum editis 
collatos fuiſſe, non veritus eſt eorum numerum augere, 
de viginti quinque plus minus manuſcriptis Stephani co- 
dicibus in præfatione locutus. But this charge reſts on 
the ſuppoſition that the word Exemplar' in Beza's pre- 
face ſignifies R. Stephens edition of 1550, which is im- 
probable, as appears from Note 41, 


PA6R-449% 4 . 
44. Our author has neglected to mention the edition 


of 1598, which was the laſt edition publiſhed by Beza 


himſelf. It is deſcribed, as well as the four preceding 
editions of 1565, 1576, 1582, and 1589, in Le Long 
Bib. ſacra, ed; Maſch, Tom. I. p. 309— 313. | 

45. Apparatus criticus, p. 72. 2da. + | 

46. The Elzevir editions follow the text of Stephens 
much more cloſely than that of Beza. See Le Long Bib. 
lacra, ed. Maſch, P. I. p. 226, The firſt Elzevir edition, 
which was printed in 1624, deſerves particularly to be no- 
ticed, becauſe the text of the Greek Teſtament, which 
had fluctuated in the preceding editions, acquired in this 
2 conſiſtency, and ſeemed during upwards of a century to 


be expoſed to no future alterations. The text of this 


edition is found in almoſt all, that have been printed fince 
H h h 3 6 that 


295 
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that period, and to this text Wetſtein himſelf adapted 
his various readings. See his Prolegomena, p. 151. lt 
has acquired therefore the title of Editio recepta, and the 
expreſſion textus ab omnibus receptus, of which the edi- 
tors boaſt in their preface, has been really prophetic. But 
that it deſerves not the title of textus perfectus, is evident 
from the critical edition of Grieſbach. e 
47. Jo. Boiſii Veteris interpretis cum Beza aliifque 


recentioribus collatio in quatuor evangeliis et apoſtolo- 


rum actis. Londini 165 5, 8vo. 


"W * _ 


PAGE 450. ts | 
48. Mill, in his Prolegomena, $ 1298. relates that this 

edition was taken from that of Robert Stephens the 

younger, printed at Paris in 1 569. | | 


PAGE 451. | 
49. This work of Rumpæus, which is in very low 
eſtimation, I have never read, and therefore cannot tell 
whether he has accuſed Curcellæus juſtly or unjuſtly. 
50. The Paris Polyglot does not conſiſt of nine vo- 
lumes, as our author ok: but of ten: and the Greek, 
Syriac, Arabic, and Latin texts of the New Teſtament 
are not contained in the fifth volume, but in the nini 
and tenth volumes. e 
5 tas. 
51. It is not abſolutely certain that Fell was here 


guilty of an overſight. See Note 326 to ch. vil. ſect.b. 


= PAGE 494. i 
52. Both printed at Leipzig, the one in 169), the 
other in 1702. 


| PAGE 456. e 

53. That Mill adhered ſtrictly to the truth, ot, 7 
other words, that he never miſrepreſented any ſubſe 
of criticiſm by deſign, is an affertion which no one 

deny; but, as we have equal reaſon to believe the ſame 

of Wetſtein, our author very unjuſtly pays a complimen 
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ed to the former, at the expence of the latter. The praiſes, My lj 

It which our author has beſtowed on the diligence of Mill, 1 
the are perfectly juſt; but at the ſame time, whoever is ac- 1 

« E . . . . 11 { 
edi- quainted with the literary life of Wetſtein muſt acknow- li 
But ledge, that Wetſtein's unremitted labour was hardly ever by (1 
lent exceeded in any age, or in any country. | 9 10 
que PAGE 462. 11 
lo- 54. This edition was republiſhed at Leipzig in 1723; | 11 


at leaſt many of the copies of Küſter's edition, have on 4 if 
the title page, Editio Secunda, Lipſiæ, fumptibus Filii — 
J. F. Gleditſchii 1723. But Dr. Maſch, in his edition 1 0 
of Le Long Bibliotheca ſacra, P. I. p. 239. days, Editio Wl 
iterata, uti libri titulus vult: ſed ſunt qui non fine veri — 


ſpecie affirmant antiquiorem editionem novo ornatam MW 
eſſe titulo. | | ee 10 {a 
| PAGE 404. | | . N | 
low | $55. Critical examination of the late new text and ver- 0 
tell | fon of the Greek Teſtament by Leonard Twells. Lon- 2 
thy. | don 1732, 8vo, | | | 1 
vo EE TT TR |. 
ek, 57. Bengel himſelf ſays, Ne ſyllabam quidem, etiamſi nd 
ent mille MSti, mille critici juberent, antehac non receptam Nil 
nth | adducar ut recipiam. This is the greateſt deference, as 65 
Mr. Bowyer obſerves, that ever was paid to the preſs. Wi N 
ele PAGE 468. . 


58. This charge is really ungrounded, for Wetſtein 
leaves us by no means in a ſtate of uncertainty, whether 
the common reading be fupported by no manuſcript, or 
| by an hundred. It is true that he quotes in general only 
| thoſe manuſcripts, which have the reading that differs 
from his printed text, but as we know not only how 
many manuſcripts he uſed in each part of the Greek Teſ- 


in tament, which alone would be inſufficient, but likewiſe, 

ject | partly from his own Prolegomena, partly from thoſe of 

will Mill, what manuſcripts have been collated throughout, 

une and what have only been conſulted for particular paſſa- 2 

ent Ses, what manuſcripts are complete, and what are defec- ay 
| H h h 4 tive, 
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tive, we are enabled to form a tolerable judgement in re. 
gard to the proportion of evidence in favour of the com. 
mon teæt, to that which is againſt it. Nor is the omi 
ſton to be cenſured as a fault; for had Wetſtein quoted 
on all occaſions the evidence in favour of the common 
reading, as well as againſt it, he would have ſwelled 
his work to at leaſt four folio volumes. But if it is real 
a fault, Bengel in his Apparatus ariticus 1s guilty of the 
very fame; for inſtead of quoting in all caſes the evidence 
on both ſides af the queſtion, as our author's words at 
teaſt imply, he quotes in general only in favour of thoſe 
readings, which he either preferred or thought worthy of 
notice; and when he does quote manuſcripts on the 
other fide of the queſtion, it is in general no direct and 
poſinve teſtimony, but only a mere inference. For in- 
ſtance, if ſeven manuſcripts had been examined by Mil 
in a particular paſſage for a certain reading, and thit 
reading vras quoted only from four, he concluded that 
it Was not in the other three, and put them down 4 
evidence on the other fide. But this concluſion may be 
made by every man, as eaſily as by Bengel. 
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eien 257 0 ee 3+ +1 oct nd 
59. This paragraph is followed in the German origind 
by a long deſcription of the controverſy between Wet- 
ſtein and the clergy of Baſel; which I have taken the 
liberty. to omit, not only becauſe it ſeems foreign 10 tit 
preſent ſubject; but becauſe every reader may find it a 
full length at the end of Wetſtein's Prolegomena. 


Nen 22>) OR AG Bi ich7Þ7 t |! q 25 
bo. On the religious controverſy which was conducted 
between Wetſtein and the. clergy in Baſel, I make no” 
mark, becauſe it ſeems -wholly ſuperfluous in reading 4 
f | work, which is philological and critical, to inquire whether 
the author was a member of the church of Rome, 2” 
tower of Luther, or a diſciple of Calvin. But, uber 


. Rs 2 * . 18 
Wetſtein's honeſty as a:critic is called in 1 
| | 5 neceli2! 
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neceſſary to defend him. Our author accuſes him of 
being guilty of a fineſſe, that is inconſiſtent with honour 
and integrity. But in what does this fineſſe conſiſt? In 
explaining the words ﬆ wv o xgi505 ro vr Gen, a Wy ent 
PAvrwy Ocog evAgynTo5 £15 vue hiwWyag, Rom. IX. 6. In that part 
of the page, which is allotted to the various readings. 
Now this accuſation implies not only want of candour, 
but want of attention to Wetſtein's general plan. For 
though the inquiry here relates not to a variation in the 
words, it relates to a variation in the ſtops; it belongs 
therefore properly to that part of the page in which the 
varieties in the text itſelf are examined. It is true, that 
no ancient manuſcripts can be quoted on this ſubject: 
but if this is an argument in favour of the accuſation, all 
readings that are quoted from critical conjecture ſhould 
be referred to the notes at the bottom of the page, which 
our author himſelf would ſurely diſapprove. But even 
if we admitted that the note were improperly placed, the 
only inference would be that Wetſtein had been guilty 
of an exror in judgement, not of a breach of honeſty: for 
if his intention had been to propagate falſe principles, and 
place them to the beſt advantage, he would have gained 
nothing by the preſent poſition, fince they would have 
been more viſible among the notes at the bottom of the 
page, which are printed in larger letters than thoſe 
among the various readings, and are alone conſulted by 
at leaſt three fourths of thole, who make uſe of his edition. 
anhand an ONE: Ie N 
Nn ove ice, MRA If 
61, No man, who is acquainted with Wetſtein's Greek 
Teſtament, will deny that in the letters and figures, 
which denote the collated manuſcripts, are numerous 
errata; but the ſource, which according to our author's 
repreſentation muſt baye been the moſt productive of 


error, ſeems to be imaginary. For it pre- ſuppoſes that 


his manuſcripts; the one in the firſt, the other in the 
ſecond edition, of his Prolegomena, but that he alſo 
arranged under the text of his Greek Teſtament his va- 
nous readings, firſt according to the marks aſſigned to 
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his manuſcripts in the firſt edition of his Prolegomena, 
and afterwards altered theſe marks agreeably to the nota- 
tion, which 1s uſed in the ſecond edition, which was pre- 
fixed to his Greek Teſtament. © Our author ſpeaks of 
this alteration as of a real fact; but there is no hiſtorical 
evidence in favour of the aſſertion, nor is it agreeable to 
the rules of probability. That Wetſtein had collected 
his materials, that he was in poſſeſſion of moſt of his 
extracts from the manuſcripts, which he has quoted, at 
the time when he publiſhed his firſt edition of the Prole- 
gomena 1n 1730, may be readily admitted; but that they 
were atranged under'the text, in the order in which they 
appeared twenty years afterwards,” and that Wetſtein 
employed this long/ interval merely in transforming the 
marks from one notation to the other, which neceffariy 
follows from the ſuppoſition that his various readings 
were arranged ſo early as 1730, is highly improbable; 
and when we take the following circumſtance into the 
account, is wholly incredible. It is well known that ac- 
cording to Wetſtein's firſt arrangement the manuſcript 
were divided into four principal claſſes, the laſt of which 
was ſubdivided into three under- claſſes, and that the no- 
tation in each claſs began with Ne. II. Further, this 
claſſification had no reference to the contents of the ma- 
nuſcripts as in the ſecond edition, for in the ſame clals 
are frequently mudtruſcripts of the Goſpels, manuſcripts of 
the Epiſtles, & c. It esuld therefore never have entered 
into Wetſtein's imagination to quote by theſe numbers, 
fince he would have left his readers wholly in the dark 
in regard to the manuſeripts, which he meant. The caſe 
is here totally different from that which we find in his 
Greek Teſtament, where, though the ſame letter or figure 
in the four different parts frequently denotes four different 
manuſcripts, the notation is fubje& to no confuſion, be. 
cauſe the Prolegmena prefixed to each of the four part: 
ſufficiently determine their meaning: whereas the gene 
claſſification, which Wetſtein lt adopted merely to 
point out to his readers the chronology and country * 
his manuſcripts, he could never have intended as a m of 
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of notation in quoting the various readings. It appears 

| therefore that our author's apprehenfions are unground- 
ed, and that the transformation, which he ſuppoſes to 
| have been productive of error, has never exiſted. 


PAGE 476. = 

62. Our author here cenſures Wetſtein very unjuſtly, 
and the charge of partiality, which he lays to that eminent 
| critic, recoils upon himſelf. Polemical divinity muſt be 
| totally ſeparated from ſacred criticiſm, for a reading is 
| not rendered ſpurious by its oppoſition to an eſtabliſhed 
creed, nor genuine by their agreement. The text of the 


E Greek Teſtament muſt be determined, before articles can 


be formed from it, and we argue in a circle, if we con- 
demn a text as ſpurious becauſe it contradicts a theolo- 
gical ſyſtem, when that very ſyſtem depends on the au- 
thenticity of the text. The only buſineſs of a critic is 
impartially to weigh the evidence, which may be brought 
tor or againſt a reading, and to determine on that fide, 
on which the ſcale preponderates. Now that Wetſtein 
has ated agreeably to this principle in preferring Kugu 
to Ger, Acts xx. 28. no man who tranſgreſſes not the 
bounds of truth can deny: for g is found in not a ſingle 
ancient manuſcript. written in uncial letters, whereas xvgs 
ss ratified by the authority of the Codd. Alexandrinus, 
Ephrem, Cantabrigienſis, and Laudanus, 3. See Griel- 
bach's clear and impartial remarks. on this paſſage. For 
| the rejection of Yes, 1 Tim. iii. 16. Wetſtein has the 
ſame proportion of evidence in his favour, ſince here 
again this reading is found a prima manu in not a ſingle 
ancient manuſcript in uncial letters, nor in a ſingle an- 
cient verſion, except the Arabic which is of very little 
authority. See Grieſbach's note to this paſſage. Wet - 


ſtein. therefore is by no means partial in ſumming up the 


evidence for this or that particular reading, not even in 
paſſages, which relate to controverted points of ſpecula- 
Ive fm nt eerie | 
e PAGE C36 
63. As Wetſtein's Greek Teſtament is a kind of 
N i 
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his manuſcripts in the firſt edition of his Prolegomena, 
and afterwards altered theſe marks agreeably to the nota- 
tion, which is uſed in the ſecond edition, which was pre- 
fixed to his Greek Teſtament. ' Our author ſpeaks of 
this alteration as of a real fact; but there is no hiſtorical 
evidence in favour of the aſſertion, nor is it agreeable to 
the rules of probability. That Wetſtein had collected 
his materials, that he was in poſſeſſion of moſt of his 
extracts from the manuſcripts, which he has quoted, at 
the time when he publiſhed his firſt edition of the Prole- 
gomena 1n 1730, may be readily admitted; but that they 
were atranged under'the text, in the order in which they 
appeared twenty years afterwards, and that Wetſtein 
employed this long interval merely in transforming the 
marks from one notation to the other, which neceffarily 
follows from the ſuppoſition that his various readings 
were arranged ſo early as 1730, is highly improbable; 
and when we take the following circumſtance into the 
account, is wholly incredible. It is well known that ac- 
cording to Wetſtein's firſt arrangement the manuſcripts 
were divided into four principal claſſes, the laſt of which 
was ſubdivided into three under- claſſes, and that the no- 
tation in each claſs began with Ne. I. Further, this 
claſſification had no reference to the contents of the ma. 
nuſcripts as in the ſecond edition, for in the fame clal 
are frequently mufruſcripts of the Goſpels, manuſcripts of 
the Epiſtles, &c. It could therefore never have entered 
into Wetſtein's imagination to quote by theſe numbers, 
fince he would have left his readers wholly in the dark 
in regard to the manuſeripts, which he meant. The cal 
is here totally different from that which we find in hts 
Greek Teſtamentj where, though the ſame letter or figufe 
in the four different parts frequently denotes four different 
manuſcripts, the notation is fubject to no confuſion, be. 
cauſe the Prolegumena prefixed to each of the four pars 
ſufficiently determine their meaning: whereas the gene! 
claſſification, which Wetſtein firſt adopted merely te 
point out to his readers the chronology and country * 
his manuſcripts, he could never have intended as a * 
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of notation-in quoting the various readings. It appears 
therefore that our author's apprehenſions are unground- 
ed, and that the transformation, which he ſuppoſes to 
have been productive of error, has never exiſted. 


PAGE 476. FEEL | 

62. Our author here cenſures Wetſtein very unjuſtly, 
and the charge of partiality, which he lays to that eminent 
critic, recoils upon himſelf. Polemical divinity muſt be 
totally ſeparated from ſacred criticiſm, for a reading is 
not rendered ſpurious by its oppoſition to an eſtabliſhed 
creed, nor genuine by their agreement. The text of the 


Greek Teſtament muſt be determined, before articles can 


be formed from it, and we argue in a circle, if we con- 
demn a text as ſpurious becauſe it contradicts a theolo- 
gical ſyſtem, when that very ſyſtem depends on the au- 
thenticity of the text. The only buſineſs of a critic is 
impartially to weigh the evidence, which may be brought 
for or againſt a reading, and to determine on that ſide, 
on which the ſcale preponderates. Now that Wetſtein 
has acted agreeably to this principle in preferring Kupue 
to Ges, Acts xx. 28. no man who tranſgreſſes not the 
bounds of truth can deny: for $ is found in not a ſingle 
ancient manuſcript written in, uncial letters, whereas xu 
is ratified by the authority of the Codd. Alexandrinus, 
Ephrem, Cantabrigienſis, and Laudanus, 3. See Griel- 


bach's clear and impartial remarks. on this paſſage. For 


the rejection of Hes, 1 Tim. ili. 1 6. Wetſtein has the 
ſame proportion of evidence in his favour, ſince here 
again this reading is found a prima manu in not a ſingle 
ancient manuſcript in uncial letters, nor in a ſingle an- 
cient verſion, except the Arabic which is of very little 
authority. See Grieſbach's note to this paſſage. Wet- 


ſtein therefore is by no means partial in ſumming up the 
evidence for this or that particular reading, not even in 


paſſages, which relate to controverted points of ſpecula- 
tive theology, Y 


PAGE 478. 


bz. As Wetſtein's Greek Teſtament is a kind of 


5 ſtandard 
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ſtandard i in ſacred criticiſm, it is of importance to de. 
termine, whether the negligence, of which our author 
complains, is founded on fact. I have therefore carefully 
examined the ten examples which he has here produced 
as proofs of his aſſertion; but what is extraordinary, there 
is not one among the ten in which our author is not 
miſtaken : this ſhort Note therefore contains not leſs than 
ten. ungrounded accuſations. To ſet this matter ing 
clear light, I will ſpecify from our author's Cure in 
Actus Apoſtolorum Syriacos, to which he refers, each 
particular charge, and quote in anſwer what Wetſtein 

has performed, or neglected, | 


Acts vu. 29. 

- "Gare, p. 96. Mill quotes xa for » from Covel. 3 Wet- 
ſtein Ons this quotation, and quotes Barocc. 3 
 Anfwer, W E does not quote Barocc. 3. He 
Po only Cod. 28. which 1 in the Acts of the Apoſite 

otes Covel. 5. Now 28. is here an error of the preb 
for 26, which Ma Covel. 3. for whoever compars 
the quotations of Mill and oor in the Acts of the 
Apoltles, will find that where the one has Covel. 3. the 
other has 26. 
Acts n 

Cure, p. 109. Mill uotes Ina: 3. for the inſertion 
of & aur 5 moiße, which Wetſtein has neglected, 

" Anſwer. Mill does not quote Laud. 3. for the inſer- 
tion of a&uT only, but for &uTw. ru Sogar, Inſtead of w- 
Ava, ol A quotes the fame reading from the 


d 10 
en b 
Cure, p. T 10. Note (). The Cod. Steph. 8. is quoted 
10 9 this verſe for payana, but Wetftein has not quads for 
this reading the Cod. Cant. | 1 
Anfſwer. If Wetſtein therefore had quoted the C 
Cant. his quotation would have been wholly unwar 
ranted : * that the Cod. Cant. has not this reading 
28 found on examining the MS, 


| Adds xvi. 22. 13 00. 
Curæ, p. 121. Mill quotes the Cod. Cant. an 1 
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vel. z. for Ne wokus, both of which MSS. are omitted 
by Wetſtein. FE | - 

Anſwer. Mill quotes the Cod. Cant. for wog oxacc, 


| the Covel. 3. for o oe wokus, and Wetſtein has the 
| very fame teadings from the very ſame MSS. 


Ai. 37 | 
Cure; p. 122. Mill quotes the Cod. Cant. for avziriy, 
which Wetſtein omits. : 
Anſwer. Wetſtein has actually this reading from the 


| Cod. Cant. 


Ae ality oa 
Curæ, p. 125. Mill quotes the Cod. Cant. for the ad- 


dition of r S. Wetſtein omits it. 


Anſwer. Mill does not quote the Cod. Cant. for the 


addition of rw du only, but for the addition of a whole 
| Clauſe, and this very clauſe is quoted word for word by 
Wetſtein from the ſame MS. Fn 


\ 915) Acts BK 18. nl 
Curæ, p. 127. Mill has improperly quoted the Syriac 
verſion for ajzerias, inſtead of the common reading 


| eaters, but Wetſtein has quoted no various reading. 


Anſwer. If Mill has quoted inaccurately from the Sy- 


lac verſion, Wetſtein is rather to be commended for not 


following his example. But Wetſtein has actually quoted 
the reading aur from the Cod. Baſil. B. X. 20. 


Acts xix. 27. | | 
Cure, p. 129. Mill quotes the Cod. Cant. for the 
omiſſion of weyeAriornros, which Wetſtein has neglected. 
Anſwer. Mill quotes the Cod. Cant. for the omiſſion 


| OL n EV XNEWTITY QUTNG, ( weYaniorhTOG is a miſtake of | 
| our author, occaſioned by Mill's quoting this reading 


from another MS.) and this very omiſſion is noted by 
Vetſtein. | 


Accs xxi. 22. (21. is an erratum). 
Curæ, p. 139. Mill has quoted from the Editio Com- 
plutenſis a various reading, axeroras Yap. 


Anſwer. 
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Anſwer. The Ed. Compl. is here quoted neither in 
Küſter's edition, nor in that of Oxford. 


Luke miu is. ä 

Laſtly, our author adds in the Note in queſtion, that 
Wetſtein has neglected to quote eic for er: but this charge 
is as ungrounded as the preceding, for Wetſtein not on 
quotes this reading, bur ſupports it by the authority df 
three MSS. whereas Mill had quoted no MS. and Küſter 
only two. He alſo refers for this reading to Mill's Pro- 
legomena, § 1347. which he could not have copied from 
Kuſter, by whom this reference is not made. 


PAGE 478, 
64. Our author ſeems not aware of a circumſtance, 
which Grieſbach relates in the Preface to his Greek Tel 
tament, Vol. I. p. 17. that Mull himſelf, after the ſhees 
of his edition were printed off, made, in the copy wic 
he reſerved for himſelf, many corrections with the pet. 
This copy is now preſerved in the Bodleian, and ws 
- uſed by Wetſtein, who profited by Mill's written corte 
tions, and cannot therefore himſelf be corrected fron 
Mills printed Notes. 
: | by, IG Of : 
| PAGE 479. | ; 4 

65. Our author is here doubly miſtaken, for it 7 
pears from the end of Note 63. that Wetſtein has 10 
omitted eig: it alſo appears from the Apparatus Crit 
p. 213. that Bengel has only quoted the two MS. which 
had been alleged by Kiiſter, viz. the Pariſin. 5. 8. Theſ 
cannot therefore be called Bengel's extracts. F 

606. This is a proof not only of Wetſtein's critic® = 
judgement, but of his impartiality and integrity: ren 


PAGE 480. j t 

67. Here again our author himſelf is 1naccurate, gs 
Wetſtein: for Acts xiv. 13. Mill quotes the Syriac 
ſion for the omiſſion of aura, and this is actually oo 
by Wetſtein. Acts xxiil. 9. it is true that n, 
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viates from Mill; but Wetſtein is accurate, and Mill 
W inaccurate. The common reading is o yeapupareis, as a 
various reading to which Mill quotes Twes Twv yeaupareu, 
as expreſſed in the Syriac verſion. Wetſtein takes no 
notice of any difference between the caſes of the noun 


er In 


quotes the latter, for Ties inſtead of . He has there- 


i of tore corrected the error of his predeceſſor, for the Syriac 
"iter tert is really [en EA, © quidam legiſperiti. But from 
po the Phlloxenian verſion Wetſtein has quoted r yeap- 
from PATEW). 


68. Theſe two examples, in which Wetſtein is not to 
be defended, are properly corrected by Grieſbach. 

69. It is rather a matter of ſurprize that Wetſtein has 
Eo ſeldom failed, as he uſed the MS. only fourteen days. 


* he readings, which he inaccurately quoted from the 
eas Fhiloxenian verſion, are noted by Storr in the 7th. and 
whik e 10ch. Vols. of the Repertorium. 

l. | | - 
* PAGE 481. 


70. This aſſertion is more than any man can prove: 
er a. 15 very frequently uſed as ſynonymous to tar, and 
Wetſtein has therefore very properly omitted to quote 
e Vulgate ; for its reading cum decides neither in favour 
f a, nor of ca. The fact 1s {imply this, or av eabuos 
Ws uſually tranſlated as if av were a potential participle, 
Put the author of the Vulgate has taken it in an hypo- 
Wictical conjunction. | 

I. Ka, is uſed in this manner not only in no claſſic 
thor, but in no. inſtance in the whole Greek Teſta- 
ent. Our author ſays this uſe of it is a Hebraiſm, but 
ugh we ſometimes find an hypothetical clauſe begin 
ch DX, fi, and the clauſe, which contains the In- 
ence, with the particle), for inſtance Gen. xiv. 9. yet 
s uſe of the particle) in Hebrew is by no means ſo 


ate, ut emmon, as that of the particle O in Arabic. 

riac vel. 72. The reading of the Codex Cantabrigienſis is not 
ly goted = ert Ahn, but org av ereaflwow. Whether the read- 
ſtein de s reh is a tranſlation of ſome Latin verſion, I will 


nor 


ſubſtantive in the Greek and the old Syriac, but ſimply 


864. orks 76 enAr. XII. s gef. f. 
hot undertake to determine; but it is certainly not! 
tranſlation of that verſion which is oppoſite to the Greek 


text in the Codex Cantabrigienſis, for that has * ut ve nal 
niant tempora.“ At all events it is more reaſonable to Conc 
ſuppoſe, that Tertullian's reading ſuperveniant” is a trat- amp 
Nation of tr:axfuow, than web a tranſlation of * ſuper- ſevel 
veniant.” Ee > THe Are C 
73. Mill has quoted »t cum from the Vulgate, to ſhen 
that the Greek conjunction is there uſed hypotheticaly, 
not potentially, and decides neither in favour of a, 1 
nor of tar. N . | as qi 
54. It is likewiſe omitted in the old Latin verſions, » WF text, 
they are called, in the Codd. Claromontanus, Sanger rious 
manenfis, and Boernerianus, as well as in the Arabic of WE «©, « 
Erpenius. See Grieſbach in loco. | thing 
2 | to fel 
A ret a52; - quote 
75. The text of Wechel's edition of 1507 15, unt from 
BaGuawos, and Azpace 13 quoted only as a various ra father 
ing at the bottom of the page, but without any particul from 
manuſcript being ſpecified, namely, pro Babu, die. 
Repacrts.” Mill therefore quotes in this paſſage not te lays 11 


text of Wechel's edition, but a various reading to 4 paſſae 
text of that edition, which the editor has given on 19 
bare word, without quoting any authority, or at 1 
without naming any manuſcript in particular. No# | 
is well known, that the various readings in Wecke!* 05 
tion were chiefly taken from the readings in the matyÞ 
of Robert Stephens (Mill's Prol. $ 12.98) ; but Rover 
Stephens has Ba EU in the text, and it is accompare 
by no various reading whatſoever. The reading — 
fore Aahaα is ſupported by no authority, and Wet 5 
ated fight, in rejecting what Mill had taken upon 
76. It is true chat Wetſtein is here guilt) of an oo 
ſight, and that he did not obſerve that Ger proc 

S, which alters the ſenſe. But this very miſtake fte 
that Wetſtein did not take his readings from the I. 
tranſlation- ee „ 


| | VTNpera 
So. 

, che 
4 conſtri 


pa6b 
Vo! 
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1 PAGE 483. 

k 77. Our author having ſummed up his evidence, now 
- WE pailes ſentence upon Wetſtein; but before we abſolutely 
o WW condemn him, let us recollect that of the eighteen ex- 


E amples, which our author has produced in the laſt fix or 
| ſeven pages as proofs of Wetſtein's negligence, thirteen 


are decidedly falſe, and the fourteenth doubtful. 


| 47 PAGE 484. 3 

& 78. Our author here acknowledges that Acts 1. 25. 
as quoted by Theophylact, differs not from the common 
text, and yet cenſures Wetſtein for not producing a va- 
W rious reading. That Theophylact, after having quoted 
. comments on the paſſage, as if «1 were uſed, is no- 
ching to the purpoſe ; for it was the buſineſs of Wetſtein 
to ſelect from Theophylact the words, which he actually 
quoted from the Greek Teſtament, not to form readings 
W from the conſtruction which was given them by the Greek 
father. The fact is fimply this: Theophylact quotes 
W from his manuſcript of the Acts of the Apoſtles eri ex 
.o we tg, and after having quoted ſeveral verſes more, 
aps in his commentary, when he comes to treat of the 
. | paſſage in queſtion, To de ex def vv £5"0vak TV WATER, x. T. A. 
W Theophylact. in Actus Apoſt. p. 36. editio Sifani. Co- 
loniæ 1567. The Greek father therefore has uſed e-avas 
as equivalent to w .: but we cannot therefore conclude 
chat he found «1 for tg in any Greek manuſcript of the 
Ads of the Apoſtles. | 

W 79. It is true that Theophyla& (p. 51. ed. Sifani) 


1! 3 | Quotes 04 ieee x 0 ears ru ier. But it 18 probable 
ber, that eros is here an erratum of the tranſcriber, who 
en wrote the manuſcript of Theophylact uſed by Sifanus, 
for earnyog: for Theophylact, in explaining theſe words 
oref 5 fn his Commentary, ſays, Cuy &<yuT05 de Ono. x o exTNYOS 
ood WT": «ex, and where the ſame ſubject occurs again, ch. v. 
e 26. he has in the text itſelf rere ar o geh v Tos 
D rneeralg, K. r. A. Vid. p. 61. ed. Sifani. 


So. Wetſtein is not to be cenſured for quoting heran- 
, though, when it is followed by euro, the grammatical 
Conſtruction is irregular. An impartial collector of va- 

Vor. II. + rious 


d 
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rious readings produces the evidence which he find, 


without inquiring into relations, or dependencies. An 86. 
erroneous reading leads frequently to the diſcovery of the of W. 
genuine text, and peryxnor aur is not unworthy of no- 126. 


tice, as appears from its being actually the reading of the 
Cod. Cantabrigienſis, and Laudanus 3. 


81. Sifanus has actually printed en r creghar, but 87. 
ſays in his Note, in apographo eſt xas ro oveeus.” Vid, in W 
p. 69. ed. Sifani. our at 

82. Wetſtein therefore could not quote Theophylat ion, f 
in its favour. | when 


che te 
E ings. 

_ UTIF 

miſtal 
3s. 
from 
W quota! 


83. This omiſſion is ſupplied by Grieſbach. 


PAGE 465. 

84. Moſt of the examples here quoted by our author 
may be ſeen in the tranſlator's Notes to the ſixth chapter 
of this Introduction. 

PAGE 486. 

85. This painful taſk has been reſerved for the tra- 
ſlator, who has ſubmitted to the drudgery of comparing 
almoſt every quotation with the quoted originals. Many 
have been noted in the courſe of theſe remarks, but 


much greater number has been tacitly corrected, «pe Wi them | 
cially in references to the Bible. Our author is no moi! Wl attend 
entitled to excuſe than Wetſtein, for of the numero MW niteac 
Errata in the German original a great part may be rather molt : 


aſcribed to the writer, than to the printer; and like this Wa pied a 
of Wetſtein, are frequently of ſuch a nature, that the Wi 
not only correct not themſelves, but leave thoſe reade 
in the dark, who would examine the ſubject more m. F 
nutely. It is true that ſeveral are noted in the liſt at the A wellec 
end of the work, but theſe are either trifles, or co W 1 
themſelves ; while thoſe are totally neglected, where = e 
bour is required to detect and amend them. It 1 nol 
however my intention to cenſure our author, but to ap e 
logize for Wetſtein, ſince J have the ſame indulgence © e 
requeſt of the public: and if the former has ſo great Wi 
a number of miſtakes in making three or four thb, 
ſand quotations, we muſt ſurely make allowance for 4 
critic, who has produced above a million. 86. Thi 


986. This is a ſingle inſtance in ſupport of the charge 
of Wetſtein's inaccuracy in his Prolegomena. See Note 


126. to ch. viii. ſect. 6. 


PAGE 487. 
| 87. It cannot be denied that theſe two errata are really 
in Wetftein's text; but the very circumſtance, which 
our author mentions as a mean of increaſing the confu- 
ſion, really corrects the two errata. It is well known that 
WE when Wetſtein quotes a various reading to any word of 
che text, he repeats that word where he quotes his read- 
W ings. Now in the firſt inſtance he repeats 6, in the latter 
u: the repetition therefore corrects, not increaſes the 
E miſtake, 

= 88. Here therefore we can correct Wetſtein from Mill, 
from whoſe quotation it appears that 28. in Wetſtein's 
W quotation is an erratum for 26. 


PAGE 488. | 

W 89. It is true, that if Wetſtein, in imitation of Mill, 
had quoted his MISS. by name, inſtead of referring to 
W them by letters or figures, the references would have been 
attended with fewer errata, But his various readings, 
Winſtcad of filling, as at preſent, a fourth, or at the ut- 
moſt a third part of each page, would then have occu- 
pied as much ſpace as is now allotted both to various 
Wrcadings and remarks, and he muſt have either omitted 
choſe profoundly learned and valuable Notes, with which 
vo expoſitor of the New Teſtament can diſpenſe, or have 
welled his work to double the ſize. | 
4 90. How ungrounded this concluſion is, appears from 
Note 61. | | 


| PAGE 489. 

W 91. This four-fold notation is certainly attended with 

ncconvenience, but on the other hand it has its advan- 
ges: for Wetſtein had two objects in view in _— 

Wietters and cyphers to his manuſcripts. 1. As a mean 

Wcicrring to them. 2. As a mean of determining the 

umber which he uſed in each part: and this laſt object 

| 1112 1s 
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is of the greateſt importance, in determining the propor- 
tion of evidence for and againſt a reading. 
92. The difficulties, of which our author complains 
in this paragraph, are not ſo great as he repreſents; and 
they may be greatly diminiſhed, or even reduced to 
nothing, by a very ſimple method, which I have found 
of great ſervice in the uſe of Wetſtein's Greek Teſts 
ment. A ſingle folio page, if written cloſely, is ſufficient 
to contain a tranſcript of Wetſtein's four catalogues of 
MISS. prefixed to each of the four parts of his Greek 
Teſtament. This tranſcript, if placed on the deſk, when- 
ever the invaluable work in queſtion is an object of ſtuch, 
will enable the reader at a ſingle view to decypher each 
of the references, and after moderate practice to retail 
in his memory the marks, by which at leaſt the principal 
manuſcripts are denoted. | 
93. The principal objection, which I would make to 
Wetſtein, is, not that he is deficient in point of acct» 
racy, for perfect accuracy is not to be expected in ſo el. 
tenſive a work, in which it is wholly impoſſible for tie 
attention to be always awake, but that he too frequent) 
violates the rules of propriety and good breeding. Woide 
therefore was not unjuſt, in ſaying in his preface to tie 
Codex Alexandrinus, & 68. Doctrinam ei concedo, e 
literas, et diligentiam, et multiplicem le&ionem: { 
manſuetudinem, humanitatem, candorem in Proleg® 
ments ejus deſidero. 


. PAGE 490. r 
94. Here follows in the German original a long 4. 
count of Bentley's intended edition of the Greek Tell 
ment, and of the controverſy which was conducted be 
tween him and Middleton on that occafion. But à5 R 
ſubje& itſelf is of little importance, becauſe Bentleſ 
plan was never put into execution; and as thoſe, whole 
curioſity may lead them, to inquire into the hiſtory 
8 and the oppoſition with which tht 
met from Middleton, may derive better information 
from the publications of the time, than can be ep 
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LO TAS a FT 7 e ö FI 1 nne * 
n W 8 e 
0 4 5 5 5 


NOTES TO CHAP. XII. SECT. I. 869 


W from the work of a foreigner, I have taken the liberty 
to omit the whole deſcription. Thoſe who wiſh to ſee 
a ſhort account of this intended edition, may conſult 
Wetſtein's Prolegomena, p. 1 53. 5 


GRIRS BAC H's EDITION. 


95. Properly ſpeaking, Grieſbach's edition of the 
Greek Teſtament has been printed only once: for the 
firſt publication was nothing more than a Synopſis, or 
Harmony of the Goſpels. His edition of the Greek 
Teſtament conſiſts of two volumes 8 vo. printed at Halle, 
che one in 1775, the other in 1777. A new edition, with 
extracts from two hundred MSS. in addition to thoſe 
quoted in the former, is now ready for the preſs. Theſe 
additional manuſcripts are probably thoſe, which have 
4 been collated by Matthäi, Alter, Birch, Moldenhawer, 
Kc. and of which an account has been given in the Notes 
co ch. viii. ſect. 6. | | 
= 96. He has alſo inſerted the extracts from the two 


e ; Wolfenbüttel manuſcripts collated by Knittel, and thoſe 
0 Wot the Codex Gieſſenſis, and ſome other manuſcripts 
0 


Which he collated in the Bodleian Library and the Britiſh 
Muſeum. He has himſelf very accurately collated all 
choſe Latin verſions, which were publiſhed by Sabatier 
Ind Blanchini, and the miſtakes which had been made 
by Mill, Bengel, and Wetſtein, in the quotations from 
e Oriental verfions, he has corrected, by the aſſiſtance of 
WBode's Pſeudo-critica Millio-Bengeliana, See Grieſ-. 
x qr Pref. to the firſt Vol. of his Greek Teſtament, 
_ i a 

10 PAGE 491. | 

= 97. Our author ſhould have produced at leaſt two or 


the ce examples, in which Wetſtein quotes a manuſcript 
eser the addition of evfews, where it is not in the common 
ol ent of St. Mark's Goſpel, and which is omitted by 
yd 2 rieſbach. I have found ſeveral inſtances where Wet- 
nf en quotes MISS. or verſions for the omiſſion of evfeus, 


| . . ch. i. 16. 29. 31. ii. 43, &c. but none for the in- 
uon of fs, which is hardly to be expected from any 
1 111 3 tran- 
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tranſcriber, ſince according to the common and probahly 
genuine text it occurs not leſs than forty times, which i 
as frequently as in all the other books in the Greek Te: 
tament put together. I have found none that 1s omitted 
by Grieſbach. | 

98. If Grieſbach had quoted the Cod. Veronenſis and 
Brixienfis in ſupport of the reading e, pu, in oppoſition 
to a, of the neglect of which our author complain 
he would have quoted erroneouſly ; for theſe MSS. hare 
not ai, but fed. See Blanchini Evang. Quadruple, 
P. I. p. 345. | | 

© PAGE 492. 

99. See Note 263. to ch, viii. ſect. 6, 

100. Our author ſhould have mentioned theſe ancient 
and important authorities in favour of ago, for Wetlten 
quotes only the Codex Mori, and alleges not a finge 
father, nor a ſingle verſion. Perhaps the old Syriac vel. 
ſion is meant by our author, which has fa, and tis 
is rendered in the Latin tranſlation agrum; but it mig 
be rendered with equal, if not more propriety, agros; 
it is a nomen collectivum, its proper meaning being 1% 
aper, but rus: it includes therefore plures agros: 
the Lex. Hept. p. 3432. SIS. eg 

101. The value of Grieſbach's edition is, ſo decided 
that it would be ſuperfluous to expatiate on its mer 
Burt leſt the omiſſions, of which ſome complain, ſhoul 
be conſidered as blemiſhes, it may not be 1mprope! (0 
conſider the point of view, from which this excellent 
work {hould be examined. Now. it was not the ob 

of Grieſbach to form a complete collection of all the # 
rious readings, which had been produced by Mal, Petr 
gel, and. Wetſtein, and to add the numerous extract 
which he had made himſelf, but to give only a fe * 
and choice collection, omitting all ſuch as Wele 6H 
trifling in themſelves, and ſupported by little authol l 
or were evident corrections, errata, or interpolation, 
Onè of which claſſes moſt of the examples belong, ” 
have been alleged by our author in the laſt ac f ce 


102, Grieſbach has agcurately collated not e ſeren 


W (ver 
Prefa 


IC 
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W ſeventeen different copies of the Latin verſion. See the 
Preface to the firſt Vol. of his Greek Teſtament, p.19. 23. 


PAGE 493. 


103, See Note 95. 


MATTHEA@TIs EDITION. 


104. See Note 229. to ch. viii. ſect. 6. where theſe 
Moſcow manuſcripts are enumerated, at leaſt thoſe which 
contain the text of the Greek Teſtament. 

W 105. The epiſtles to the Hebrews and Coloſſians were 
W publiſhed in 1 784, and laſt of all the Goſpels of St. Mat- 
chew and St. Mark in 1788, making in all twelve vols. 


| | PAGE : 

| 106. To the critical editions of the Greek Teſtament, 
W which have been enumerated by our author, may be 
added the following: 13 6 Loo 
1. Novum Teſtamentum ad Codicem Vindobonen- 
2 ſem Græce expreſſum: Varietatem lectionis addidit Fran- 
ciſcus Carolus Alter Prof. Gymnaſii Vindobonenſis, 

Tom. I. 1787, Tom. II. 1786, 8vo. | 

be plan, on which this critical edition is formed, dif- 
5 fers entirely from that which was adopted by Mill, Wet- 
ttein, and Grieſbach. The text is printed ſeparately, the 
Airious readings at the end, and theſe again are not ar- 
nnged as in the above-mentioned editions, but a ſepa- 
rate place is allotted to the collection of extracts from 
aach manuſcript and verſion. The text, which he has 
adopted, and with which he has collated his MSS. is that 


left Hof the Codex Lambecu 1. in the Imperial library at 
the W 'icnna, and which he terms in the title ar eoxnv, Co- 
in, ex Vindobonenſis. But wherever he diſcovered mani. 


keſt errata, he has corrected them from the edition ot 
Bobert Stephens, printed in 1546, and has ſubjoined at 
be the end of each yolume a liſt of theſe errata, under the 
ale Vitia Codicis Vindobonenſis. In the book of Re- 
celation it has four chaſms, which he has ſupplied from 
: | | 1114 the 


1 
1 
| 
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the Codex Neſſelii 302. The MSS. which he has col. 
lated with this adopted text, have been already deſcribed 
in the Notes to the eighth chapter of this Introduction, 
under the title Codices Vindobonenſes. See the Note 
369. The verſions which he has collated are the Cop- 
tic, the Slavonian, and the Latin. In the collation of 
the Coptic he has uſed the edition of Wilkins, from 
which he has given complete extracts of the four Goſpels 
in his firſt volume ; but thoſe which he has produced 
from the Acts, Epiſtles, and Revelation, are not printed 
ſeparately, according to his general plan, but mult be 
{ought among the extracts from the three Greek manu- 
ſcripts, Codex 153. in auctario Forloſiæ, Codex Lambe- 
cit 28. and Codex Lambecii 248. Of the Slavonian 
verſion he has given extracts from three Imperial manu- 
{cripts of the Goſpels, one of which is only a fragment, 
and from one of the Acts and the Epiſtles; he has allo col 
lated the Moſcow edition of 1614, in the fourteen fill 
chapters of St. John. His extracts from the Latin ver- 


| fron are taken from two Imperial MSS. the one of the 


Goſpels, the other of the Acts and the Epiſtles. 

It is in general acknowledged that this edition has been 
executed with 2 care and diligence, and as it contalls 
the readings of manuſcripts which had been hitherto to- 
tally neglected, or very ſuperficially” examined, it 153 
work with which no man engaged in facred criticiſm 
can diſpenſe. Its uſe however is attended with the tu 
following inconveniences: The text which has been pre- 
ferred by the editor, and to which his various readings 
are adapted, being that of neither Mill nor Wetſtein, but 
of a manuſcript, which ſeems by no means entitled '0 
the honour of forming the baſis of an edition of the 
Greek Teſtament, the accommodation of his extracts !0 
thoſe of Mill and Wetſtein, to which they are proper! 
ſupplements, is attended with uncertainty, becauſe they 
relate to different texts, Nor 1s the arrangement te 
attended with leſs inconvenience ; for the extracts fo 
each manuſcript and verſion being printed apart, l 7 


neceſſary, whenever we would examine the 1 


ng 


TE). - 
LAT 
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which he has produced for or againſt a reading, to con- 
ſult as many different parts of the volume, as the editor 
has collated manuſcripts and verſions. The firſt incon- 
venience is not to be remedied without a totally new 


collation, but it is to be hoped that the learned editor 


himſelf will correct the latter, and adopt the uſual plan, 
if his work ſhould ſurvive a re- impreſſion, to which it is 


juſtly entitled. 


2. Quatuor Evangelia Græce, cum variantibus a 
textu lectionibus Codd. MSS. Bibliothecæ Vaticanæ, 
Barberinæ, Laurentianæ, Vindobonenſis, Eſcurialenſis, 
Havnienſis regiæ, quibus accedunt lectiones verſionum 
Syrarum, Veteris, Philoxenianæ, et Hieroſolymitanæ, 
juſſu et ſumptibus regiis edidit Andreas Birch. Havniæ 
1788, fol. et 4to. 

This ſplendid and valuable work, which contains the 
reſult of the united labours of Profeſſors Birch, Alter, 
and Moldenhawer, who at the expence of the preſent 
King of Denmark have travelled into Germany, Italy, 
France, and Spain, in order to examine and collate the 


precious remains of ſacred antiquity, is one of the moſt 


important productions, that have been lately exhibited 
in the province of biblical literature. The editor, Pro- 
feſſor Birch of Copenhagen, has himſelf collated all the 
Greek manuſcripts which are quoted, except the Codices 
Eſcurialenſes, which were collated by Profeſſor Molden- 
hawer. They are deſcribed at large in the Prolegomena, 


and have been enumerated in the notes to the eighth 


chapter of this Introduction, under the Codices Barbe- 
rini, Sti Baſilii Rome, Bononienſis, Borgiani, Eſcuria- 


lenſes, Florentini, Stæ Mariæ in Vallicella, Vaticani, 


Venetiani, Vindobonenſes, and Zeladæ. The part which 
Profeſſor Adler has taken in this work, conſiſts in the 
extracts from the Syriac verſions, eſpecially the Syra 
Hieroſylimitana, which he himſelf diſcovered, and has 
deſcribed in the third part of his Verſiones Syriaca, from 


which I have given an extract in Note 5. to chap. vii. 


ſect. 12. The text, which the learned editor has adopted, 


is the ſame which was printed by Mill, namely, the third 


edition 
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edition of Robert Stephens, for which he has aſſigned 
his reaſons in the preface prefixed to his Prolegomena, 
He has followed alſo the example of Mill, in quoting 
his manuſcripts not by letters; or by numbers, but by 
an abbreviation of their names, and has improved the 
plan of his predeceſſor, by annexing to each abbrevia- 

tion, not an arbitrarily adopted number, but that very 
number, which is affixed to them in the reſpective libri. 
ries in which they are preſerved. This is a very great 
advantage, for by theſe means we become as it were ac- 
quainted with each evidence that is produced: nor is it 
attended with that inconvenience, to which Wetſtein 
would have been expoſed, had he adopted a ſimilar plan, 
becauſe his more extenſive ſcheme included all the 
known manuſcripts of the Greek Teſtament, whereas 
the edition in queſtion, which is a ſupplement to Wet- 
ſtein, — the readings of thoſe only, which had 
been wholly neglected, or very imperfectly collated. 
The great value of this Mlenckcd — wp # which it 
ſurpaſſes all former editions, cotififts - in the very com- 
plete extracts which are given from the celebrated Cod. 
Vaticanus, marked in the Vatican library No. 1209. 


a manuſcript, wllich, though probably of more impon- 


ance than any row exiſting, had been ſo neglected, that 
the few and imperfect extracts which had been made, in- 
duced Wetſtein to entertain an unfavourable opinion of 
it. Another material advantage, peculiar to this edition, 
conſiſts in the extracts from the Verſio Syra Hieroſoh- 
mitana, the readings of which very frequently confirm 
thoſe of the Codex Cantabrigienfis, where it is wholly 
unſupported by other authority, a circumſtance which 
ſhews the value and antiquity, not ſo much of the ma- 


nuſcripts themſelves, but of the text which they contain. 


It appears from the title; that only the firſt volume of 
this work has been preſented to the public, but the ſe· 
cond, containing the Acts, Epiſtles, and Revelation, 
will probably ſoon be printed. 5 | 

3. H xm diz99; The New Teſtament, collated 
with che moſt approved manuſeripts, with ſelec: not 
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in Engliſh, critical and explanatory, by E. Harwood, 
D.D. London 1176, 1784, 2 vols. 12mo. 

This edition, though. not mentioned: by our author, 
is certainly entitled to a place among the critical editions 
of the Greek Teſtament, though it is not accompanied 
with various readings: for though Dr. Harwood has 
adopted the common text as the baſis of his own, he has 
made critical corrections, wherever the received reading 
appeared to him to be erroneous. The manuſcripts 
which he has generally followed, when he departs from 
the common text, are the Cantabrigienſis in the Goſ- 
pels andi the Acts, the Claromontanus in the Epiſtles of 
St. Paul; In the preface to the firſt volume, p. 7. after 
having deſcribed them, as approaching the neareſt of 
any manuſcripts now known in the world: to the original 
text of- the ſacred: records, he adds, © Accordingly in 
this edition theſe have been moſt commonly followed 


but the different lections. they exhibit have never been 


adopted iblindly or implicitly. In many places theſe two 


manuſeripts are mutilated and idefective; ſeveral leaves, 
ſeveral chapters are wanting; in which caſe the readings 
of other manuſcripts, particularly the Alexandrine, have 
been eſpouſed. The commom text has never been de- 
ſerted without reaſons, which appeared to me to juſtify 
ſuch a departure, and no innovations have been intro- 
duced from precipitancy or affectation. Conjectural 
emendations I have: exploded, nothing of this nature, 
however plauſible and ingenious, being admiſſible, when, 
through the providence. of God; ſuch a number of very 
ancient and venerable manuſcripts have-been tranſinitted 
to us. Not a fingle word in any one important point 
has been inſerted in this edition, but what is ſupported 
by the beſt manuſcripts.” +3 | | - 

It is therefore not improbable that this critical edition 
contains more of the ancient; and genuine text of the 
Greek: Teſtament, than thoſe which are in common ule: 
but as no ſingle manuſcript, however ancient and vene- 
rable, is entitled to ſuch a preference as to exclude the 
reſt, and no critic; of cha preſent age can adopt a new 

ä | 7 reading, 
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reading, unleſs the general evidence be produced, and 
the preponderancy in its favour diſtinctly ſhewn, the 
learned and ingenious editor has in ſome meaſure defeat. 
ed his own object, and rendered his labours leſs appli 
cable to the purpoſes of ſacred criticiſm. 


$0 TU. 


PAGE 495. _ 
1. The hberties which Grieſbach has taken, are fuch 
as are warranted by the ſtricteſt rules of criticiſm. See 
his preface to the ſecond volume of his Greek Teſta- 
ment, p. 13—16. . | 

2. It will be therefore neceſſary, whenever our author 
complains of imperfections obſervable in all the editions 
of the Greek Teſtament, to take notice of ſuch as can- 
not be attributed to Grieſbach. 

3. By the four principal editions, our author means 
the Complutenſian, and the editions of Eraſmus, Robert 
Stephens, and Beza. | 


ok | 7.75; PAGE 496.0: 
4. Harro is rejected by Grieſbach. 


4 8 PAGE 497. TE 
5. Grieſbach has rejected it from the text of his ed- 
tion. 7 2 
PAGE 498. 


6. For that reaſon, theſe words alſo are rejected b) 
Grieſbach. 


$8 © IT: 


pA E 499. 

1. The moſt copious collection of readings is that 
which has been given by Wetſtein, but theſe reading 
are not accommodated to the third edition of Stephens 
Wetſtein having adopted the editio recepta. Bo : 


An 
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PAGE 500. | 
2. Grieſbach has preſcribed to himſelf rules equally 
ſevere with thoſe recommended by our author; for he 
has admitted critical conjecture in no inſtance whatſo- 
ever, and where he has expunged, corrected, or added, 
the evidence (which he has accurately produced) is, in 
point of authority, three and four-fold in his favour. 


PAGE 502. 

3. This is not applicable to Grieſbach. See the fol- 
lowing Note 11. | 
4. Grieſbach has collated them with great accuracy. 
See his Pref. to the firſt volume of his Greek Teſtament, 
P. 19, 

| PAGE 505. | 

5. The latter part of this paragraph our author ſhould 
not have left, as it ſtood in the third edition, becauſe 
he no longer ſuſpects the Codex Alexandrinus, and the 
Codices Græco-Latini, of having been corrupted from 
the Latin. | | 

PAGE 507. i 

6. But on the other hand, there is leſs danger of 
making miſtakes in the ſubſtitution of figures for names, 
than in the ſubſtitution of names for figures. It would 
be therefore more certain, as well as more eaſy, to adapt 
the notation of Mill to that of Wetſtein, than the con- 
trary. Another reaſon would be, that Wetſtein quotes 
more than twice as many manuſcripts as his predeceſſor. 

7. It is true, that abbreviations are leſs expoſed to 
errata than letters or figures; but if the manuſcripts 
were thus quoted in an edition of the Greek Teſtament, 
formed on that extenſive plan which our author recom- 
mends, it would be ſwelled to ſeveral folio volumes. 

8. Grieſbach has very carefully diſtinguiſhed tlie ma- 
nuſcripts of the Latin verſion, which he quotes to the 
number of ſeventeen. He has likewiſe quoted them in 


ſuch a manner, that there is no danger of taking them 
tor Greek manuſcripts. | 


PAGE 
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PAGE 508. LD 

9. This has been done by Grieſbach. See the Pref 
to the firft volume of his Greek Teſtament, p. 19. 

10. This hkewife has been performed by Grieſbach: 
for inftance, when he quotes the Greek text of the Cod. 
Cantabrigienſis, he quotes by the mark D.; when he 
means the Latin text, he quotes by the abbreviation 
Cant. | ; * 
11. In regard to the Arabic, our author complain in N w 
another part of his Introduction, that the Roman, Po- 
glot, and Erpenian editions, are not diſtinguiſhed from 
each other in the quotations from this verſion. ht de 
Grieſbach quotes them diſtinctly, and ſeparately, by tile dhe 
title, Ar. Rom. — Ar. Pol. — Ar. Erp., and when al 
three coincide, by the abbreviation Arr. W qu 


ß... roo to 


5 % PAGE 509. 
12. For'thoſe, who are endued with ſuch ignorance, WR 
as our author here repreſents, there is no cure, and ther- ref 
fore no deviation from the common plan is on that ac WW ob! 
count neceſſary. Beſides, critical editions are intended t 
only for men, who are acquainted with the ſubject: ani WF 
thoſe, who are ignorant of it, ſhould be initiated in tie WAR may 
ſcience, before they preſume to form a judgement. he 
13. To ſet this matter in a clear light, let us compae non 
the manuſcripts which Wetſtein has quoted in favor of x 
of the omiſſion of Acts ix. 5, 6. with thoſe which he i 
paſſes over in ſilence, and for the fake of brevity, co!" WF icry 
fine the compariſon to thoſe which are written in uncl 5 
letters. Theſe in the Acts of the Apoſtles amount ol) chat 
to ſeven, which Wetſtein has noted A. B. C. D. E. F. G. WW bec: 
Of theſe ſeven, he quotes for the omiſſion of the paſſage Wn 

in queſtion only A. C. E.; but Cod. B. had bon eg 
_ thar time very fuperficially collated, the Codd. D. al = Whi, 
F. contain not this paſſage, and of the Cod. G. be h = And 
only a few extracts, which he had taken from Blanchii: Wy nary 
theſe four therefore, as far as relates to Wetſtein, 5 ang 
neutral. It appears then that a knowledge of theſe cl 


cumſtances alone enables us to decide on the preſent 35 


WWW 


n 
„ 
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ing, for of theſe ſeven witneſſes, three only (at leaſt in 
Wetſtein) are entitled to a voice, and theſe three con- 
demn it. | 

14. We muſt not however conclude that Wetſtein's 
plan is faulty, becauſe his meaning has been miſtaken. 
By our author's aſſertion, that Acts x. 6. is contained 
in no manuſcript whatſoever, muſt be underſtood, that 
it has been hitherto quoted from no manuſcript, 

15. It appears therefore, from the evidence which 
Wetſtein has produced, that of fixty-nine, forty-five are 
againſt the common reading; and if from the twenty- 
four, which remain, we deduct thoſe, which are here 


the ſuperiority of evidence in favour of the omiſſion is ſo 
great, as to render quotations on the other ſide of the 
queſtion, if any can be produced, entirely ſuperfluous. 


PAGE 510. 

16. Our author here diſcovers a light in Bengel, with 
reſpect to a paſſage, which he ſays Wetſtein had left in 
obſcurity. But the real fact is, that Wetſtein has brought 
the matter much nearer to a ſtate of certainty, than Ben- 
gel. The latter quotes, for the inſertion of xas, thoſe 
manuſcripts which had been alleged by Mill, to which 
he adds the few which he himſelf collated: but quotes 
none for the omiſſion of this reading, becauſe he knew 

of none that omitted it. Wetſtein has done the very 
ſame, and has even augmented the number of manu- 
ſcripts in favour of the inſertion. The ſuperiority thare- 
fore is on the ſide of Wetſtein. Our author's concluſion, 
| that the reading in queſtion is omitted in no manuſcript, 
becauſe Bengel has quoted none in ſupport of the omiſ- 
ſion, is wholly erroneous, for Bengel's evidence is here 
negative; he quotes none, becauſe he knows of none, 
which every reader might have done, as eaſily as Bengel. 
| And, what renders the concluſion ſtill more extraordi- 
nary, is, that Wetſtein has clearly decided that the read-, 
Ing is not in the Codex Claromontanus a prima manu, 

| for he expreſily quotes it as inſerted in the Cod. D. ex. 
| emendatione, 
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emendatione, and this has been confirmed by Grieſbach, 
Further, as Wetſtein has quoted, in this paſſage, no 
other manuſcript in uncial letters than the Claromon- 
tanus, it might have been reaſonably concluded, that in 
thoſe, which have been carefully collated, and have no 
chaſm in the paſſage, ſuch as the Alexandrinus, and 
| Boernerianus, the reading is omitted: and that this con- 
cluſion would have been juſt, appears from actual ex- 
perience ; for it is not inſerted in the Codex Alexandri- 
nus, as may be ſeen on conſulting the edition by Woide: 
and that it is not inſerted in the Cod. Boernerianus, ap- 
pears from the edition by Matthäi, fol. 3. 

17. Remarks ſimilar to thoſe which were made at the 
end of the preceding Note, are likewiſe applicable to this 
example. | | 


— 


8 7 
2» * _ 


CHAPTER xm. 
Of the marks of diſtinction, and diviſions of the Gret 


eftament. 


PAGE 511. 

1. The perſon who firſt diſfingaiſhed the ſeveral part 
of a period in Greek writing, by the introduction of 
point, was Ariſtophanes of Byzantium, who lived in 
the hundred and forty-fifth Olympiad, under Ptolem#1 
Epiphanes, King of Egypt. See Montfaucon Palæo- 
graphia Græca, p. 31. But though Ariſtophanes of * 
zantium was the firſt perſon, who applied points to — 
purpoſe of marking the diviſions of the ſenſe, yet pom 
are found in inſcriptions written upwards of four 5. 

dred years before the birth of Chriſt. See Montfauco 
Palæo 1a Græca, p. 135. 'n 
*.. Be: treatiſe of Pioniedes de oratione is printed i 
the following work, Grammatice Latinæ cum 
tiqui, Opera et ſtudio Heliæ Putſchii, Hanovie, l 4 
Ito. The place, where Diomedes ſpeaks of the di 
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of diſcourſe into parts is p. 460, 461. but he is totally 


gdlent as to the mark, or marks, by which thoſe diviſions 


were noted. The words of Dionyſius Thrax, (Fabricii 


Bibl. Grzca, T. VII. p. 27.) on which the opinion is 


founded, that a point, when placed at the top of the 


| line, correſponded to our full ſtop, when placed in the 
| middle to our ſemicolon, and when placed at the bot- 


tom of the line to our comma, are the following : 
Lriyuαν £404 eee re., ECT, UTOSLY AN). Kai n jpev TAE 


F yn sgi Gravorns du, Cnaeio, Meon ds on1fpciov we- 
E 1270; evexey m% RAN Cave, TT LY de dravoias penderria 
| GTTOTIOPMEVIG, NN £74 evdeuons Co. Dionyſius then pro- 
cceeds, IIn dia ee S vrorlYjong Xorg. wv prev Ye Ty 
| Fen ToAu TO drama, EV ds TY UTOS"LY jen WRVTEAWG ONLY OV. 
Now the expreſſions pron iy and vromrypwn are inter- 
| preted by Montfaucon, (Palzogr. p. 31.) as well as by 
| our author, a point placed in the middle of the line,” 
and, © a point placed at the bottom of the Iine, and of 
| courſe reazus Frypn is taken to ſignify © a point at the 


bottom of the line.“ This interpretation derives great 


probability from the circumſtance, that a point of only 
| one ſhape, namely that of our full ſtop, was uſed, as 
| appears from the moſt ancient manuſcripts, and inſcrip- 
E tions, and of courſe that its poſition only could form a 
ground of diſtinction into the three degrees of iyun, 
| ton yn, and vrogiyun. But on the other hand it 
| may be ſaid, 1. That different degrees of pauſe may 


exiſt, without any difference in the poſition of the point, 


| which is uſed to denote the pauſe, or even without any 


point at all, as was the caſe before the time of Ariſto- 
phanes of Byzantium. 2dly, That the words of Dio- 


nyſius, full ſtop,” intermediate ſtop, and * inferior 


ſtop, are too ambiguous to lead to any poſitive con- 


cluſion with reſpect to the poſition of the point, becauſe 
| they may relate only to the degrees of paufe ; and Dio- 


nyſius himſelf, in anſwer to the queſtion, * how does 


| the giyun differ from the uro55ypn ?* replies only, by 
| 2 different degree of pauſe,” but is totally filent as to 


any difference in the poſition of the point expreſſive of 
Voi. 3 I that 


- 
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chat pauſe. zdly, That if it had ever been the cuſton 


of the Greeks, to place a point at the top, in the middl; 
or at the bottom of the line, according as the ſenſe wis 
more or leſs complete, ſome traces of this cuſtom would 
ſtill be viſible in our ancient manuſcripts, and inſcrip- 
tions. But in ſome of theſe the point is placed in ge- 
neral at the top of the line, that is, on a level with the 
upper ſtroke of the letters, in others uſually in the mid. 
dle; but I have found none, in which the three degree 
of pauſe are denoted by the point being placed at the 
top, in the middle, and at the bottom F the line. In 


the Codex Alexandrinus the point is in general at the 


top of the line, whether it correſponds to our comma, 
colon, or full ſtop. I have examined the whole of 
St. John's Goſpel in this manuſcript, without finding 
the pon placed on a level with the middle of the 
word in a fingle inftance; and I obſerved only five 
examples where 1t was placed at the bottom. Two 


of them are unconnected with the preſent inquiry, for 


they merely denote abbreviations, thus, TMI. John; 


19. and HMQ. John ix. 20. The other three were 
probably placed at the bottom by mere accident: but 
if they were placed there by deſign, they are unfavour. 
able to the hypotheſis, that a point at the bottom of the 
line denoted the ſhorteſt pauſe, becauſe two of thele 


examples are at the end of Ammonian ſections, namely 


thoſe marked x and ; and the third, though not at 
the end of an Ammonian ſection, is at the end of a ſen- 
tence, (John ii. f.) and is followed by an interval, d 
blank ſpace. In the Codex Bezæ I have obſerved n0 
inſtance of a ſingle point at the bottom of the line: It 
ſometimes placed in the middle, ſometimes at the to, 
but apparently without any plan, or view of a{certaining 
the degrees of pauſe. 


PAGE 512. f 
3. Our author is not quite accurate in ſaying that! 
moſt ancient manuſcripts have no points. It 8 ff 


that in the fac ſimile of the Cod. Alexandrinus given by 


Montfaucon, 


W the | 
1 his! 
bas! 
fauc 
anci. 
an o 
dex 
5 : ; theſe 
fix f 


] Mor 
by E 
; i find 


pear 


NOTES TO CHAP. xIII. 883 


Montfaucon, Palæogr. p. 214. and of the Vaticanus 
W by Blanchini, Evangeliar. Quadr. P. I. p. 492. pl. 1. we 
and no points: yet that they are uſed in the former ap- 
W pears from Woide's edition, and that they are found in 
W the 1aiter, though not frequently, is related by Birch in 
W !:is rolegomena, p. 14. The Codex Ephrem likewiſe 
has points, as appears from the fac ſimile given by Mont- 
W faucon in his Palæographia, p. 214. The only two very 
W ancient manuſcripts in uncial letters, which I have had 
an opportunity of examining in the original are the Co- 
dex Bezz and the Codex Alexandrinus; and in both of 
W theſe points are certainly found. In the Alexandrinus the 
lux firſt lines of St. John's Goſpel, are pointed thus: 


ENAPXHHNOAOTOEKAIOAOTOZEHN 
PO TTONGN -K ALI GEH NOAOTO Z- 
OTTOEHNENAPXHIPOETONON 
TIANTAAIAYTOYETENE TO'KAIXQ 
PEIEATTOTETENETOOTAEEN: 
OTEFTONENENATTQZQHUN: 


= Of theſe five points there are only three in the ſame 
W paſſage in rhe Codex Bezz, (I ſpeak here from my own 
We cxamination of the MS.) viz. the 2d. 4th. and 5th. 
which are placed in the ſame manner as in the Codex 
Aeexandrinus. Perhaps however there was a point 
W originally after the firſt ON, as in the Alexandrinus; for 
the „IS. is at preſent fo effaced at that ſpot, that the two 

| laſt ſtrokes of the N are no longer viſible. It is remark- 

W able that theſe two manuſcripts agree in pointing a part 
o chis paſſage, which correſponds to the 3d. and 4th. 
verſes, ſo as to give it a ſenſe different from that which is 
W <xprefled in our printed editions. Theſe have Xwpis avre 
5 £YEvEeto wot ty d YeYover* Ev GuTW Son, x. r. X. In the Cod. 
Alex. and Cod. Bezæ we find Xp aur eyevere ude ev 
2 0 VeYovev ev , auTw Con, x. T. A. That the points were 
Vruten a prima manu even in the Codex Bezæ appears 
W from the circumſtance, that where they are found, there 
Va greater interval between the letters, than where they 

| are not found. 
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PAGE 513. 

4. See Note 35; and 36 to this chapter. 

5. In the Codex Alexandrinus, in the Goſpels the 
blank ſpaces or intervals are found at the end of each 
Ammonian ſection, and no where elſe. In the Acts and 
Epiſtles likewiſe they are regularly at the end of each 
ſection. N | 

3 PAGE 514. 

6. Inſtead of ſeparating the clauſe uai deo re Je 
dire from the other clauſes, which are expreſſive of 
the good qualities of Cornelius, perhaps it would be 
better to omit mv in the firſt yerſe on the authority of the 
Alexandrinus, Ephrem, Laudianus 3. and many other 
Greek manuſcripts, and point the paſſage in the tolloy- 
ing manner:  Avyp re Tic eu K % ovopuas Kopynaiog, fr 
rovra g EN OWENS Y RAE mevng ITaAmNG, tue One, xa Oodvr 
{£05 Tov Jeov οοναν TAVTS TW oN HUTE, e TE EASH[AOTUIGG TANG 
TW Au, xh deo Eog Tv Jes 010m%vT0, side £V op v. J. 

8 PAGE 515. 

7. Wetſtein, in his Prolegomena, p. 73. relates that 
Euthalius publiſhed an edition of the Acts of the Apo 
tles, and all the Epiſtles, and adds, Libros iſtos etiam 
515-00 ſcripſit, id eſt ita ut ſingulæ lineæ fingulas ſen. 
tentias abſolverent, eaque diſtinctione lectores ſcire pot 
ſent, quæ continuo ſpiritu legerent, et ubi paulum inter- 
mitterent. He then quotes his authority for the aller- 
tion that Euthalius firſt divided theſe books into x 
or lines. Tptorov Jn vd EVWYETIV GTO "OAIKHV 3i6A0v 49,100 _ 
eg TE Xs vporbes, R. T. A. : h 3 

The Codex Bezæ is written in theſe 5x of lines, 
and that the reader may have a notion of this manner 6 
writing, I will copy the fix firſt lines of the Acts of tht 
RR | | ul 


in the 122d. Note te 


2 To the arguments which have been produced tten before the 


ch. viii. ſect. 6. to ſhew that the Codex Bezæ was not wn 1 
time of Euthalius, this may likewiſe be added, as an additional procl. 
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| TONMENTITCOTONAOTONETIOIHCAMHN 


TIEPITANTCONOGEOÞIAG 


CWNHPEATO 1 MOIENTE 
KAIAIAACKEINAXPIHCHMEPAC | 
ANEAHMPOHENTEINAMENOC TOICATIOC HO NO 
AIATINCATIOYOY CELEAEZATOKAIEKEAEYCE 


KHPYCCEINTOEYATTEAION 


The Codex Claromontanus and Codex Sangermanenſis 
are likewiſe written in theſe ci or lines. See Montfau- 
con Palzographia Græca, p. 216. 219. But in the Cod. 
Alexandrinus, Codex Vaticanus, and Codex Ephrem, 
no ſuch diſtinction is viſible, the lines being all of the 
W ſame length. See Woide's edition of the Codex Alex- 
W andrinus, Blanchini Evangeliarium Quadruplex, P. I. 
pi. 492. pl. 1. and Montfaucon Palzographia Græca, 
P. 214. 
= 8. Montfaucon, in his Palzographia Græca, p. 32. 
@ fays; Virgulz, ſi non priſcæ omnino vetuſtatis ſunt, non 
namen eas ita recentes dixeris: nam in Codicibus Græcis 
annorum plus mille occurunt, ad omnium minimam diſ- 
unctionem poſitæ, et quidem forma hodiernæ ita ſimili, 
ut nihil interſit diſcriminis. P. 224. he has given a fac 
ſimile of a manuſcript of the Septuagint written in the 
eighth century, and with uncial letters, in which we 
find the mark called comma. But of all the ſpecimens 
of manuſcripts written in uncial letters, which Montfau- 
con has given in his Palæographia, this is the only one 
un which this mark is found. Nor does it appear to 
have been uſed in general, even at the firſt introduction 
W Of the ſmaller letters. See the Palzographia, p. 274— 
; ee and the end of the firſt paragraph of the following 
ote 10. | 
9. Puncta interrogandi, quæ hodte hoc modo effin- 
guntur (5), in codicibus vetuſtiſſimis unciali quadro cha- 
1 K k K 3 ractere 


— 
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ractere ſcriptis, quos uſquam viderim, abſunt: in lis 


vero noni, decimi, ut undecimi ſæculi habentur. Pak. 


ographia Græc. p. 32. 

10. In the Codex Alexandrinus, the mark uſed t 
denote the diviſions of the ſenſe, is in general the pon, 
which we call full ſtop, as may be ſeen on conſulig 
Woide's edition. This point is uſually placed on a bed 
with the upper ſtroke of the letters, whether it is pu 
where we ſhould uſe a full ſtop, colon, or comma. | 
is true that a mark, of the ſhape of our comma, or rather 
of our apoſtrophe, is ſometimes found in the Code 
Alexandrinus. But that it was not intended as a mat 
to divide the ſenſe appears from the very mode of uſig 
it, for it is ſometimes placed where no pauſe whath. 
ever can take place. For inſtance Mark xi. 32. AA. 
TEETAPEIXON. Luke iii. 9. EIENYP'BAAAETAL A 
other times it is placed in the middle of a word 5 
TA'SAPHNON Luke viii. 26. fo that it is difficult to de. 
termine what was the deſign of the writer, or whetherhe 
had any deſign at all. Our author who aſſerts that the 
Cod. Alex. has not only the full ſtop, comma, and colon, 
but likewiſe a kind of ſemicolon, ſeems to have miſunder- 
ſtood the following paſſage in Woide's Preface, 9 
Punctum, Colon, Semicolon, et Comma, vel pundulo 
(.), vel breviori lineola (-), ſuperiori parti literarum, i 
medio earundem appoſita, indicatur. It is clear thit 
Woide did not mean to ſay that the four different kin 
of ſtops were denoted by four different marks, for in tis 
ſentence he produces only two. Woide does not dete. 


mine to which of the four kinds of ſtops theſe marks f 


ſpectively correſpond: nor does it appear from an exam 
nation of the Codex Alexandrinus that the writer of 
intended to make any diſtinction between theſe tuo 
marks. The latter occurs much leſs frequently than the 
former: but where it is uſed it is placed at the top of the 
line, and applied exactly in the ſame manner 3 - 
point ſometimes where the ſenſe is perfect, at = 
times where it is imperfect. They likewiſe _— 
each other ſo nearly in ſhape, as well as in ge — 
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ſometimes difficult to diſtinguiſh the one from the other. 


It appears therefore that they are only one and the ſame 
mark, and that whether it is pointed, or whether it is 
dilated, is owing to no other circumſtance, than the greater 
or leſs preſſure of the pen of the writer. The ſyſtem of 
punctuation was at that time not reduced to the ſame 
degree of refinement, as it has been in modern ages. In 
the Greek manuſcripts in general no other mark of pauſe 
is uſed than that of a ſimple point; and I have ſeen one 
written ſo late as the end of the fifteenth century by Je- 
rom of Sparta, in the Univerſity Library of Cambridge, 
and marked LI. 2. 13. in which there is no other mark 
of pauſe; and in this manuſcript it is in general placed 
at the top of the line. | 

Before I conclude this article, it is neceſſary to take 
notice of an inaccuracy in Woide's expreſſion *© fuperiort 
parti literarum, vel medio earundem appoſita.” Now 
whoever examines the Codex Alexandrinus will rarely 
find an inſtance, in which the point is placed on a level 
with the middle of the letters, except in thoſe few caſes 
where a line ends with a word written in ſmaller charac- 
ters, when the point ſometimes receives a proportional 
depreſſion. I have likewiſe obſerved one or two in- 
{tances where the ſhort line is placed in the middle, but 
without any viſible reaſon. The deviation therefore from 
its common place in thoſe few inſtances mult be aſcribed, 
not to deſign, but to accident, or want of attention in the 
writer, | 

PACE 516. FP 

11. See Bowyer's Preface to his third edition, p. vi. 

12. See Note 3. 

13. This perſon is at preſent known to be Markland, 
whoſe name is written at full length in the laſt edition of 
Bowyer's critical conjectures. 


| PAGE 519 
14. But if Jaw is not uſed in the ſenſe of punio in 
the New Teſtament, and the Septuagint, this conjecture 
reſts on very uncertain ground. _ | 
K kk4 PAGE 
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PAGE 520. 


15. One of the oldeſt of the manuſcripts written n 


uncaal letters, in which the words are diſtinctly divided, 
is the Codex Augienſis, ſuppoſed to have been written 
in the ninth century, In this manuſcript, which is noy 
preſerved in the library of Trinity College in Cambridg, 
the words are not only diſtinctly divided by intervals or 
blank ſpaces, but to make the diſtinction more confi 
cuous, a point is added at the end of each word. But 
though it was not uſual in manuſcripts written before the 
ninth century to diſtinguiſh the words by leaving an in- 
terval between them, yet the mode itſelf was not entirely 
new, for Montfaucon, in his Palzographia Greca, p. 134 
has given a Greek inſcription, engraved 4.50 years before 
the birth of Chriſt, in which the words are not only f: 
parated from each other, but diſtinguiſhed by three poins 
placed perpendicularly, in the following manner, 


EN: TO: AYTO: ENIAYTO: 


16. The verb wpww is uſed in not a ſingle inſtance, 
either in the New Teftament or in the Septuagint, 3 
may be ſeen on confulting Trommius's Concordance, and 
Schmid's Tape. This renders our author's conjecture 
very improbable. Nor does Stephens, in the place '0 
which he refers, produce an inſtance even from a clafic 
author; for he ſays only, Præterea ab pos ſignificante 

oog eſt etiam verbum db. Erotianus enim in ſuo 
exico Hippocrat. wpzovre exponit xeonoure, 


PAGE 521. | 

17. I have examined various Greek manuſcripts, and 

a very great number of ſpecimens of Greek hand-writins 
in Montfaucon's Palzographia Græca, his Antiquite - 
liquee, the Marmora Oxonienſia, Aſtle's Origin dt 
| aa of writing, with many other authors on that 
ſubject, but I never met with an inſtance of a mark fe- 
ſembling the figure 6 to denote an iota either ſubſcrip- 
tum or poſtſcriptum. 


JVC 1 . oe. ca w=RyWv Þ = 22.3 S 00 
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18. Montfaucon, in his Palzographia Greca, p. 33. 
ſays, Iwre ſubſcriptum, ut vocamus Græci, in marmo- 
ribus, tabulis, ac libris manuſcriptis vulgo non indicant; 
vulgo dixi, nonnunquam enim adſcribunt, ſed poſt lite- 
ram cui adjungitur, et in ſerie aliarum literarum, hoc 
pacto rux ui, odui, ubi hodierno uſu ita ſcribitur Tvxy, od. 
In tabulis vero marmoreis vetuſtiſſimis, antequam uſus 
literarum # et u advectus eflet, inciſis, ita ſcribitur TTXEI, 
OA0Ol. : 

19. The Iota poſtſcriptum, among the moſt ancient 
Greeks, formed probably an eſſential part of the word to 
which it belonged, for we find it in the moſt ancient 
monuments now extant. On a monument erected in 
the time of the Peloponneſian war we find, EN TOI Ho- 
AEMOT, EN KYIIPOTL, EN AlTTITOI, EN $OINIKEL, &c. 
See Montfaucon Palzogr. p. 134. Among the Oxford 
marbles likewiſe, there is a pillar on which is engraved 
a treaty made between the Smyrnzans and Magneſians, 
244 years before the birth of Chriſt, which begins with 
the words EAOZEN TI AHMQI. See page 1. of the 
Marmora Oxonienſia, ex Arundelianis, Seldenianis, aliiſ- 
que conflata. Oxonu, 1676. folio, See alſo Montfau- 
con Antiquite expliquee, Tom. II. p. 10. pl. 1. and his 
Diarium Italicum, p. 43. During two or three centu- 
ries after the birth of Chriſt, the Iota poſtſcriptum ap- 
pears to have been in general, though not always, re- 
tained in inſcriptions. See the Palæographia, p. 168. 
At the ſame time it muſt be obſerved, that in the moſt 
ancient inſcriptions we find it ſometimes omitted, even 
in the ſame paſſage, where other words have it. For in- 
ſtance, in the inſcription above-mentioned where we find 
EN TOI HOAEMOI, &c. there is a few lines below EN 
TO AYTO ENIAYTO. Gorius, in his Inſcriptiones anti- 
quæ, Tom. I. p. 297. has given an inſcription from an 
ancient Sarcophagus, preſerved at Florence, which be- 


Lins with the words AxIAETZ EHAPA TH IAIA rr. 


NAIKI: and in a verſe of Euripides found on a wall in 
the ruins of Herculaneum, nu is written vnd without 
an Iota. See Le pitture antiche d' Ercolano. Tom. II. 
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P- 34. The uſe of the Iota poſtſcriptum appears to 
have gradually declined, and to have been in general not 
uſed after the fourth century. See the Palzograph. p. 4 

20. Nor is it found in the Codex Bezz, the Codex 
Vaticanus, and other ancient manuſcripts of the Greek 
Teſtament in uncial letters. But the concluſion, which 
our author draws at the end of this ſection, that the Apoſ- 
tles and Evangeliſts wrote without an Iota poſtſcriptum, 
becauſe 1t 1s not found in the moſt ancient manulcripts, 
is wholly ungrounded. It is omitted in theſe ancient 
manuſcripts, not becauſe its uſe was ſubſequent to the 
time when they were written, but becauſe it was fallen 
into diſuſe before they were written, as appears from 
the preceding note. And ſince it was uſed in the very 
earlieſt ages, and was continued two or three centuries 
after the birth of Chriſt, it is by no means impoſſible 
that it was uſed by the Apoſtles and Evangeliſts. But 
as the Iota poſtſcriptum was entirely dropped, and the 
Iota ſubſcriptum which was afterwards ſubſtituted in ts 


ſtead, was not introduced before the uſe of the ſmall | 


Greek letters, its pofition in modern manuſcripts 1s not 
fufficient for determining any diſputed point, which de- 
pends on the preſence or abſence of the lota. 


PAGE $522. 

21. On an ancient Greek inſcription, in the Patz- 
graphia, p. 135, Ne. 2. the article 6, &, is written HO, HOI, 
& Ty dd is written EN TEI HOAOT, and the H is retained 
as a mark of aſpiration even in the middle of a word, 
it is a compound, and the laſt word of which it is com- 
pounded begins with an aſpirate: for inſtance, in the 
fame inſcription vd is written ENHOAIA, | 

22. It is probable that the moſt ancient Greeks did 
not neglect in general to denote the aſpiration by ide 
letter H. On the monument erected in the Peloponne 
ſian war (Palzogr. p. 135. Ne. 1.) ove is written Holab. 
But the letter H as an aſpirate appears to have fallen 10 
diſuſe ſo early as the firſt _— as appears from m 


inſcription erected in the time of Tiberius, given in ti 
2 an Palzogr® 
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NOTES TO CHAP. XIII. 891 


Palzographia, p. 148. where epevs and vrare are written 
IEPEYE and TIHATOY. Hence the reaſon why no traces 
of it are to be found in any of our manuſcripts. 

23. While the Greeks denoted their ſpiritus aſper by 
the letter H, its abſence was a very ſufficient indication of 
the ſpiritus lenis. 5 

24. Our author has not given the two moſt ancient 
marks, by which the ſpiritus aſper, and the ſpiritus lenis 
were denoted after the H, as a mark of aſpiration had 


fallen into diſuſe. They are written, thus » for the ſpiri- 


tus aſper, and thus « for the ſpiritus lenis, and were evi- 
dently formed from a diviſion of the old mark H into 
two parts. See the Palæographia Græca, p. 33. where 
it appears that they were introduced by Ariſtophanes of 
Byzantium. In this ſhape they are found in general in 
ſuch manuſcripts in uncial letters, as are written with 
marks of aſpiration. They are formed in this manner in 
the Codex Vaticanus, as appears from Birch's Prolego- 
mena, p. 14. in the Claromontanus and Sangermanenſis, 
as appears from the Palæographia, p. 216. 219: in this 
ſhape likewiſe they are found in the ſpecimens, which I 
have ſeen in general in the Palzographia Græca and the 
Evangeliarium quadruplex. The mark . evidently aroſe 
from leaving out a part of -, and the ſemicircular figure 
c from haſtily writing . The ſemicircular form is that 
which is found in the moſt modern manuſcripts; and yet 
this very form is found in the Herculanean inſcription 
mentioned at the end of Note 19. That in the ſhape of 
an L is found in very few: it is uſed however in the frag- 
ment belonging to Cardinal Borgia. See Georgi's Pre- 
face to his edition of the Fragmentum Borgianum, 
p. cxlvi. e | 
- PAGE $524. | 

26. Ariſtophanes Byzantinus Tgoow%iay five accentus ex- 
cogitavit. Non quod ad illam uſque ætatem Greca lin- 
gua accentibus et ſpiritibus caruerit: nulla enim poteſt 
lingua ſine accentu et ſpiritu pronuntiari; ſed quod ille 
ea, quæ uſus magiſter invexerat, ad certas normas et 
regulas deduxerit, ſigna et formas invenerit, quo loco 
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eſſent conſtituendi accentus et ſpiritus docuerit. Mont. 
faucon Palæographia Græca, p. 33. | 

27. The fame ſentiments are likewiſe entertained by 
Dr. Foſter in his Eſſay on the different nature of accent 
and quantity. Eton 1763. 8vo. 2d. ed. It is probable 
hkewiſe that the Romans made the ſame diſtin&ion be- 
tween accent and quantity, as appears from the following 
paſſage in Quinctilian de inſtitutione oratoris, Lib, Xl. 


cap. 3. p. 1000. ed. Burmann. Preter illam differen 


tiam, quæ eſt tripartita, acute, gravis, flexæ, tum intents, 
tum remiſſis, tum elatis, tum inferioribus modis opus ell 
ſpatiis quoque lentioribus aut citatioribus. 


28. I have been told by the late learned Profeſſor Reiz, 


that he had frequently heard Eugenius, a Greek Prick, 
who is now Archbp. of Cherſon, read Greek verſe, during 
his refidence in Leipzig, that Eugenius diſtinctly marked 
by his pronunciation both accent. and quantity; length- 
ening the ſound, without raiſing the tone of his voice, 
when he pronounced a long ſyllable which had not an 
acute accent, and raiſing the tone of his voice without 
lengthening the ſound, when he pronounced a ſhort {yl- 
lable which had an acute accent; in the ſame manners 
in muſic, where .the higheſt note in a bar is frequently 
the ſhorteſt. The opinion therefore advanced by Pro- 
feſſor Geſner and Dr. Foſter is not merely theoretical, 
fince it is confirmed by actual experience. It muſt be 
obſerved however that an example of this kind is at pre- 


ſent very rare; for in general the modern Greeks pro- 


nounce according to accent alone. In England we have 
rejected the Greek accents, and pronounce, as it is gene: 
rally ſuppoſed, according to quantity alone: but, pars- 
doxical as the aſſertion may appear, we certainly do not. 
We ſtill pronounce Greek according to accent, thoug 
the rules, which we follow, are different from thoſe, which 
are obſerved by the Greeks themſelves. For in reading 


Greek we follow the ſame rules with regard to the poſi- 


tion of the tone, as in reading Latin; and in reading 


Latin words we do not regulate the tone of the voce 
merely by the length of the ſyllables. We pronouret | 
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NOTES TO CHAP. XIII. 893 


W for inſtance virtũs, praviis, ſälũs, bönũs, preciſely in the 
WE {me manner, though theſe four words differ from each 


other in quantity. Again we make no difference in the 
pronunciation of criminis, pätülis, hominis, lucidis, 
though theſe four words likewiſe differ from each other 
in quantity. Thirdly, we make no difference 1n the pro- 
nunciation of virtũtis, èvũlsis, remotas, docetis, though 
theſe again differ from each other in quantity. It is clear 
therefore that we are directed in placing the accent or in 
raiſing the tone of the voice, by ſome principle diſtinct 
from that of quantity: for in the twelve Latin words juſt 
mentioned there are twelve variations in quantity, but 
only three in accent; whereas, if we entirely follow quan- 
tity in placing the accent, the accent would vary as the 


quantity, and we ſhould never accent a dactyl, and an 
anapæſt in the ſame manner. Now the rule which has 


been laid down by the Latin grammarians, for the poſi- 
tion of the accent in Latin words, a rule which we al- 
ways follow though we are not always conſcious of it, is 
the following. In Latin diſſyllables the accent is always 
on the firſt ſyllable, whether it be long or ſhort. In 


polyſyllables, the accent is on the penultimate, if the pe- 


nultimate be long; but if the penultimate be ſhort, the 
accent is on the antepenultimate, whether the antepenul- 
timate be long or ſhort.” See Diomedes de accentibus. 
Lib. II. p. 426. printed in the Grammaticæ latinæ auctores 
antiqui, Opera et ſtudio Heliæ Putſchii, Hanoviæ 1605. 
ato. See alſo Quinctiliani Inſtitutiones, Lib. I. cap. 5. 
p. 59. ed. Burmann. According to this rule there 1s 
only one caſe in which accent and quantity miſt coincide, 
and that is in polyſyllables, which have the penultimate 
long: but in polyſyllables which have the penultimate 
ſhort, and in all diſſyllables, it is mere accident whether 
accent and quantity coincide or not. They agree for 
inſtance in the words criminis and pravus, but diſagree 
in pätülis, and ſilas. In fact it is this very diſagreement 
which conſtitutes the harmony of Latin verſe, which 
would be intolerable if accent and quantity always coin- 
cided, as any one will find who makes an hexameter 
conſiſting of fix words, of which the firſt five are dactyls: 
| whereas 
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whereas thoſe verſes are the moſt harmonious, in which 
the number of words, where accent and quantity diſagte, 
is equal to the number of thoſe, in which they coincide, 
For inſtance in the firſt line of Virgil's Bucolics, which 
is a very harmonious verſe, accent and quantity coincide 
in Tityre and tegmine, but diſagree in recubans and 
patulæ. The Greeks went on a very different pin. 
ciple from the Latins, in determining the ſyllable which 
was to be elevated in ſpeaking *, for in 4&9 wr; they 
raiſed the antepenultimate, in 4p the penultimate 
&c. But ſince we have rejected this method, as being 
attended with ſome difficulty, and regulate the tone of 
the voice in Greek, in the ſame manner as we do it 
Latin, it follows from what has been ſaid above that 
we read Greek, neither according to Greek accent, not 
according to Greek quantity, but according to the rules 
of the Latin accentuation. | 

29. Our author is inaccurate, in ſaying that accents 
are not found in any manuſcript of the Greek Teſtament 
written before the eighth century : for both accents and 
marks of aſpiration are found in the following manu- 
ſcripts in uncial letters, ſome of which were certainly 
written before the eighth century; viz. the Baſileenſi, 
B. v1. 21. Coiſlinianus 1. Colbertinus 700. Codex Pal: 
ſionei, Regius 2861. Sangermanenſis, Codex Wolfi 1. 
and the celebrated Codex Vaticanus. For the authorities 
that theſe MSS. are written with accents, ſee the Notes 
to each of them, ch. viii. ſect. 6. There are accents 
likewiſe in the Codex Claromontanus, though not # 
prima manu ; but Montfaucon (Palzogr. p. 217.) {ays, 
that they appear to have been added ſoon after the ma. 
nuſcript was written. The following MSS. in unc 
letters, are without accents, Alexandrinus, Augients 
Cantabrigienſis, Cyprius, Ephrem, and Laudanus 3. 

Among other things, which appear in our printed ed. 
tions, and which were added after the time of the 1 


ultimum, 
penult- 
455 


In Græcis dictionibus acutus tria loca tenet, ultimum, pen 
et antepenultimum: —Apud Latinos duo tantum loca tenet, | 
mum, et antepenultimum. Diomedes de accentibus, Lib. III. p. 
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ſtles, may be mentioned the ſubſcriptions at the end of 


' St. Paul's Epiſtles. Theſe, as they ſtand in our printed 
WES cditions, and the common Greek manuſcripts, were writ- 
ten by Euthahus. See Wetſtein's Prol. p. 75. But the 
. BE Codex Alexandrinus and Codex Vaticanus have different 
x W fubſcriptions, as appears from Woide's Preface, & 56. 


and-Birch's Prolegomena, p. 17. 


i PAGE 525. 

ö 30. The breves and capitula, or, according to their 

' EE Greek name, the 7172s; and x , are frequently called 

. che vir and xÞaaue of Euſebius, not becauſe he in- 
BE vented them, but becauſe he adopted them, and recom- 


: = mended their ule. 
„5 PAGE 526. | 
+ WE 371. Simon, in his Hiſt. crit. du texte du N. T. ch. 
WE XxXx11. p. 424. quotes from the Codex Regius 2861. or 
is Codex Stephani a, the following Note, which is written 
t | ad the end of the manuſcript. To xaTa Maria evaſye- 
) | Atov ef Tir 2 X%s xeOxave TVE. TO KOT Ma prov evaſye- 
_ SUFTENRE n, *r O, . To x, Aααν evaſyenov 
i nue TTX; Ty, xancc tas. ro tare Iwo gvalyero e 
„rug in, weÞanaie coax. Theſe are the diviſions, which 
„care found in general in the ancient Greek manuſcripts of 
„de Goſpels. Wetſtein. Prol. p. 6. The rae, or larger 
© WE portions, which amounted to 68. in St. Matthew, 48. in 
e St. Mark, 83. in St. Luke, and 18. in St. John, were ſo 
5 called, becauſe the titles, or ſubjects of thoſe portions, 
ue written either in the upper, or lower margin of the 
„ ME Oreck manuſcripts, and generally in red ink; but the 
a NM, or ſmaller portions, are numbered in the fide 
a = margin, without the ſubjefts of thoſe portions being ſpe- 
„ cited. Thoſe who have not acceſs to Greek ma ENG 
| HE i! find both of theſe diviſions very clearly repreſented, 
i- b = in the manner above deſcribed, in the editions by 
Framus, or in R. Stephens's edition of 1550. But to 
ls A Prevent miſtakes, it is neceſſary to obſerve that the word 
n, Aten is uſed in a two-fold ſenſe, and is frequently 
u. applied to denote the larger portions, which are other- a 
:- = x wile = 
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wiſe called rw\z, In this manner it is uſed by R. Ste. 


phens and Küſter, in the indexes prefixed to the four Ke 
Goſpels, in. their editions of the Greek Teſtament, The ö b 
larger portions are likewiſe called x:Q2xz:a by Theoply- 'c 
lact, and ſome other fathers, as appears from Mill's Note d 
to Matth. xxvut. 20. ; Epiphanius on the contrary ap- * 
plies it to the ſmaller portions, and this ſeems to be the i 
moſt ancient application. See Wetſtein's Note to Mark - 


Xvi. 8. and Simon Hift. crit. du texte du N. T. p. 7 WA 
Even in the fame manuſcript (the above- quoted Coder 1 
Regius 2861.) though the ſmaller portions are called 


ve O in the Note at the end of the manuſcript, ve! Þ 
* batt, 285 th 
in the account, which is given at the beginning of thc 
manuſcript, the larger portions are called xn, St | 
Simon Hiſt. crit. du texte du N. T. p. 425. On the WR © 
Other hand the ſmaller portions, into which the Golpels ; 1] . 
were divided, are very generally called the Ammonian Wi 90 
ſections, from the name of the inventor. See Mill's Pro- YI . 
legomena, $ 658 —666. = 
To theſe Ammonian ſections Euſebius adapted bs = 
ten tables, or canons, which repreſent a harmony of tic No 
Goſpels, and which were commonly prefixed to the V 
Greek manuſcripts. The firſt of theſe tables confiſts o 
four parallel columns, in each of which are marked the - 
letters, which denote the ſections of each of the four 6 
Evangeliſts; and theſe. letters are ſo arranged, that the ks 
ſections. containing parallel paſſages in all the four Evan p. 
geliſts, appear in the ſame line.“ In the fame mann! * 
the 2d. 3d. and 4th. tables repreſent ſuch parallel pa Ge 
ſages as are common to only three of the Evangelifs; wy 
the 5th. 6th. 9th. 8th. and th. tables repreſent ſuch an 
are common to only two of them; laſtly, the 1oth. table T 
repreſents ſuch paſſages as are peculiar to each. An 0 let 
enable the reader to refer, not only from the tables 5 
the paſſages in the Goſpels, but likewiſe from an) 0 M 
ſage in one Goſpel to ſuch as were parallel to it in ® ter 
ther, he wrote in the margin of the Goſpels, under * co 
of the letters expreſſive of the Ammonian ſections, 6 we 
letter which denoted the table, where that ſection * " Cai 
be ſought. For inſtance, if we wiſh to find allt 10 1 Pr 
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| ; | rallel paſſages to Kai Barriers o Inces, &c. which 1s the 
beginning of the ſection d in St. Matthew's Golpel, and 
WE correſponds to Matth. iii. 16. according to the modern 


diviſion, we muſt obſerve the letter which 1s written 
under 49, which in the preſent inſtance is a. This denotes 
that the firſt table is the place, where the ſection i muſt 
be ſought : and on turning to this table we find that in 
the ſame line with the ſection of St. Matthew, we find 
« for St. Mark, uy for St. Luke, and i for St. John. 
Theſe therefore are the ſections in Which the parallel 
paſſages to Ka Barrios o Inovs, &c. muſt be ſought in 
the other three Goſpels. Theſe tables, with the refer- 
ences to them, may be ſeen in the editions publiſhed by 
Eraſmus, in that of R. Stephens of 15 30, or in Küſter's 
edition of Mill's Greek Teſtament. From theſe tables 
of Euſebius the marginal references were taken, that are 
found in many of our printed editions. But uſeful as 
theſe tables have been, they have had their inconveni- 
ence, for they have given riſe to marginal annotations 
in the Greek manuſcripts, by which means paſſages from 
one Goſpel have been mixed with thoſe of another. See 
Mill's Prolegomena, S 738 —744. 

32. The Accs of the Apoſtles, and the catholic epiſtles, 
were divided into thoſe chapters, which we commonly 
find in the Greek manuſcripts, by Euthalius, in the fifth 
century. Euthalius likewiſe publithed an edition of St. 
Paul's epiſtles divided into chapters, which diviſion had 
been already made by ſome other perſon in the year 396. 
See Wetſtein's Prolegomena, p. 74. where may be like- 
wile ſeen a catalogue of the chapters, into which the Acts 
and the Epiſtles, are divided in the Greek manuſcripts. 
Theſe chapters are denoted in the Greek manuſcripts by 
letters written in the margin; and they are repreſented 
in Stephens's edition of 1550, and Küſter's edition of 
Mills Greek Teſtament. Our author ſays that the chap- 
ters, into which the epiſtles of St. Paul are divided, are 
continued in one ſeries through them all, hecauſe they 
were conſidered as one book. It is true that this is the 
caſe with the Codex Vaticanus, as appears from Birch 
Prolegomena, p. 18, 19. and perhaps this method wos 

Yor. II. L11 obſerved 
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obſerved in many other very ancient manuſcripts. On 
the other hand I have ſeen Greek MSS. in which a freſh 
numeration commences at the beginning of each epiſtle; 
that for inſtance marked in the Univerſity Library of 
Cambridge Mm. 6. 9. : and in the celebrated edition by 


R. Stephens, who muſt have been guided by ſome au- 


thority, the ſame arrangement is obſerved. Wetſtein 


- hkewile in his Prol. p. 74. quotes a paſſage from Eutha- 
lius, where, ſpeaking of St. Paul's epiftles, he ſays, auh 
EKAETHN ergo Teorafoper Thv Tw xtOanauw cube. 


Beſide the chapters and ſections above-mentioned, 


many manuſcripts of the Greek Teſtament, the Codex 


Bezæ for inſtance, are divided into leſſons, which are 


| called &VHYVWTLRATE OT GVLYYWOEW. A catalogue of them, 


according to the arrangement of Euthalius, may be {cen 
in Wetſtein's Prolegomena, p. 75. Some MISS. have 
theſe leſſons marked in the margin by the word au- 
oops being written at the beginning of the leſſon, or 
the beginning and end of the leſſon is denoted by the 
words an and ve. It is thus in the Codex Bezæ. 
have ſeen other manuſcripts in which the Sunday 1: 
marked at the beginning of each leſſon, which is to be 
read on that day, by the word EEA, with a number 
annexed to it, thus CA. T, CA. A, &c. 

33. Hugo de S. Caro, or, according to his French 
name, Hugues de St. Cher, was born, as Moreri relates, 
at Vienne in Dauphine, ſtudied at Paris, where he be- 
came a Dominican friar in 122 5, and died in 1263. Tle 
inventor therefore of our modern chapters lived, not H 
the twelfth, as our author has written by miſtake, but in 
the thirteenth century. Theſe chapters were ſoon adopted 
jn the manufcripts of the Latin verſion; but the Greeks 
ſtill continued to adhere to their ancient 1:72 and 1000 
Aziz, nor are any Greek manuſcripts known, in hic 


theſe diviſions are found prior to the fifteenth centuj | 


when the Greek fugitives, after the taking of eee 
rl 


nople, fled into the Weſt of Europe, became tranſc 1 
for members of the Latin church, and of courſe adopted 
the Latin diviſions. The Codex Montfortianus 5 Write 
ten in this manner, and likewiſe a manuſcript in i 

| | | "Rk Hh Unirveriiq 


„ on boarn# Ai © 
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Univerſity at Cambridge marked LI. 2 13. which, as I 


appears from the ſubſcription, was written at Paris, by 
George Jerom of Sparta, who died in the beginning of 
the ſixteenth century. | 
24. Theſe ſubdiviſions of the modern chapters may 
be. feen in R. Stephens's edition of 1 550, in the ſame 
margin, in which the modern chapters are marked, By 
this arrangement the chapters are divided 1nto nearly 
equal portions, which vary in number from four to ſeven, 
according to the ſize of the chapters. 11 

g. I have never been able to procure this diſſertation 
of Rogall, but if he deſcribes theſe lines as commas, 
: he probably means what Montfaucon ſays in his Palzo- 
, graphia, p. 30. Hæc vero ſcriptio -:xnews ducta, quæ 
item per xwas et Kεa facta dicitur. And again, 

p. 31. Ante Ariſtophanem Byzantinum hoc uno diftinc- - 
- WE tionis genere in libris uſos effe yeteres putatur, ſcilicet per 
cis, per xo, per xoppaore a linea ſemper reſumebant: 
e et hæc una pauſe nota erat, cum ſcriptio nempe deſine- 
1 et, antequam interpunctionis uſus excogitatus eſſet. 

5 According to Montfaucon then this method of writing 


E I A 


ve in g. was the only method, before the invention of 
et points, of marking the diviſions of the ſenſe. The Codex 
= Claromontanus is written according to Montfaucon in 

ch theſe gx, of which he gives the following ſpecimen in 

es, his Palzographia, p. 217. — | 

he- 4 Ai ru adoeveiay” 

he VVV The ares ve. 

| 3l ore Yar π ] Diego . 
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tet d Ty analapsin, Y 
eks 3 at THY aVofarge eg THY Xvojapoy? 1 
Os 74 door v apa gn. $ 
ic Ta νν En : 
as . I d T1 di,, : 
« #15 . OUT 4 
vers This method of writing is called hot only by Mont. - 
ited 15 faucon, but by moſt other authors writing in gv. See 8 
t- Wetſtein's N. T. Vol. II. p. 6. and Mill's Prolegomena, 1 
he . © 939: Our author on the contrary aſſerts that the f, Y 
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were lines, which contained a certain number of let. © 
ters, and therefore often brake off in the middle of 4 
word, But according to this ſenſe, the ix mult hare 
been all of the ſame length, in the ſame manner, as the 
lines in our modern printed books. Now this method 
of writing is not what is uſually called ſcriptio She 
ducta.“ And what Montfaucon and other writers cal 
5x0 Our author calls nu. For this diſtinction, and 
this explanation, he has probably no other ground, than 
the following paſſage in Simon Hiſt. critique du texte 
du N. T. p. 423. Ou doit donc entendre par le mot 
de ent le nombre des ſentences ; et par celuy de rs 
les anciens verſets qui etoiĩent meſures ſelon les ligne, 
ou quelque autre forte de verſets. This paſſage by nßẽs 
means warrants our author's opinion. For Simon does 
not underſtand by the word eye a line, but a portion of 
words forming ſome ſenſe, fimilar to that which the an- 
cients called xoua, whether in the ſame line, or not, 
And by gx he underſtands a line, not, as our author 
means, conſiſting of a given number of letters, but in 
the ſenſe probably in which it is generally uſed. þ 
36. Our author ſhould have called theſe diviſions 

not enuars, but Fx. The latter name is expreſſſy ap- 

7 to them by Wetſtein, Vol. II. p. 6. and the former 

name is not given them by Simon in the place to which 


our author refers. 
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37. It does not appear that a numeration of the t] 


was a numeration of the letters, for the cx conf 

of a very unequal number of letters, as appears from the 
manuſcripts which are written in theſe lines, ſuch 8 
the Cod. Cantabrigienſis, Claromontanus, Sangermi* = 

38. The ſame arrangement has been adopted by Wet. 

ſtein, Grieſbach, Bowyer, and other editors, in imitatm 
of the early editions of the Greek Teſtament 9 
before the time of Beza, who ſplit the Greek ter 
the verſes invented by Robert Stephens 1 


